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COUET  OP  APPEALS. 

John  W,  Babtle  and  others,  Appellants  agt.  William 
GiLMAK,  impleaded  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  op 
Chenango  Countt,  Eespondents. 

The  provisloiu  of  the  Revised  Statutes  for  the  allowance  of  douMe  costs  to  puhBc 
offlcera,  when  sued  as  such,  where  tliey  succeed  in  the  action,  are  not  repealed 
or  superseded  by  the  Ck>de,  and  the  same  remain  operatiTe  and  in  fhll  Ibioe. 
(Thus  (his  veud  guution  is  finally  seUUd.    Rxp.) 

December  Term,  1858. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court  in  the  sixth  district,  affirming  an  order  at  special  temii 
granting  the  defendant  double  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the 
action  was  brought  for  acts  done  bj  him  as  a  public  officer. 

This  was  an  injunction  suit  against  the  overseer  of  the  bridge 
at  Oxford,  to  restrain  the  collection  of  a  tax  upon  the  plainti£&, 
(appellants,)  and  other  tax  payers  of  Oxford,  for  the  expenses, 
as  it  was  claimed,  of  the  unlawful  building  of  a  new  bridge. 
Judgment  on  a  reference  was  ordered  for  the  defendant,  and 
on  appeal  at  the  general  term  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  and 
said  judgment  has  been  affirmed  in  this  court. 

Judgment  was  entered  on  the  referee's  report  for  single  costs, 
on  the  23d  of  June,  1866,  which,  was  affirmed  at  the  general 

Vol.  XVn.  1 
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term  in  July,  1856.  Thereafker,  on  the  first  Tuesday  of  An- 
gost,  1856,  a  motion  was  made  at  special  term,  by  the  defend- 
ant Oilman,  who  was  sued  as  a  public  officer,  for  double  costs 
as  against  the  plainti£^  and  the  special  term  ordered  that  said 
defendant  recover  his  "  double  costs  in  the  action  against  the 
plaintiflfe,  as  well  as  his  costs  on  appeal  to  the  general  term," 
and  double  costs  in  the  court  of  appeals,  if  an  appeal  should 
be  had,  was  also  ordered.  The  general  term  affirmed  the  judg- 
ment directing  double  costs  in  all  the  courts. 

This  appeal  is  had  &om  the  order  made  at  the  general  term, 
which  order  was  originally  made  in  this  "  action  after  judg- 
ment" 

The  case  was  submitted  on  printed  points. 

Heioiy  E.  MYQATTjfor  appellants. 
Jakes  W.  Qloyeu^  for  respcnidenis. 

T.  E.  Strong,  Judge.    The  only  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  for  the  allow-  ' 
ance  of  double  costs,  in  cases  like  the  present,  are  repealed  by 
the  Code? 

The  provisions  of  these  statutes  concerning  costs,  are  con- 
tained in  chapter  10,  part  8,  Vol.  2,  page  612.  That  chapter 
is  entitled  "  of  costs  and  the  fees  of  officers,"  and  has  three 
titles.  The  first  title  relates  to  '*  the  cases  in  which  costs  may 
be  recovered,  and  to  which  double  costs  may  be  allowed,"  and 
it  gives  double  costs  among  other  cases  in  actions  against  pub- 
lic officers  for,  or  concerning  any  act  done  by  such  officers  by- 
virtue  of  their  office,  when  judgment  is  rendered  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  second  tide  relates  to  "  security  for  the  payment  of 
costs,"  and  the  third  is  entitled  "  of  the  fees  of  certain  officers," 
and  prescribes  the  fees  to  be  allowed  for  services  done  or  per- 
formed in  the  several  courts  of  law  and  equity  in  this  state  by 
the  officers  thereof^  "  and  among  other  officers  by  attorneys,  so- 
licitors and  counsellors."  By  the  Code,  (§  303,)  "  all  statutes 
establishing  or  regulating  the  costs  or  fees  of  attorneys,  solid- 
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tois  and  counsel  in  civil  actions^  &c.,  are  repealed,  &c.,  but 
there  may  be  allowed  to  the  prevailing  party  upon  the  judg- 
ment, certain  sums  by  way  of  indemnity  for  his  expenses  in 
the  action,  which  allowances  are  in  this  act  termed  costs."  It 
is  then  provided  in  what  cases  costs  shall  be  allowed  to  the 
plaintiff  when  to  the  defendant,  and  when  to  either  party  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court ;  and  that  the  court  may  make  an 
additional  allowance  in  certain  cases  not  exceeding  a  certain 
rate.  The  costs  are  to  be  adjusted  by  the  clerk  on  notice.  It 
is  really  the  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  establishing  or 
regulating  the  costs  or  the  fees  ofaitomeys^  aoUcitars  and  caun' 
sd^  that  are  expressly  repealed  by  the  Code,  and  those  provi- 
sions are  mostly  at  least,  if  not  all,  in  the  third  title  of  chapter 
ten,  above  referred  to.  The  Code  does  not  profess  to  abrogate 
the  other  provisions  of  that  chapter,  and  therefore  does  not  do 
80,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  inconsistent  with  them.  Unless 
inconsistent  or  in  substance  inapplicable,  they  are  expressly 
retained.     The  sections  as  to  security  for  costs  are  untouched 

•  by  it,  and  so  are  all  other  sections  which  may  operate  in  har- 
mony with  it  In  regard  to  the  section  allowing  the  double 
costs,  it  is  in  the  first  title  of  the  chapter,  and  the  language 
used  is,  that  ''  such  defendants,"  in  the  cases  specified,  shall 
"  recover  the  amount  of  his  taxed  costs,  and  one-half  thereof 
in  addition,"  being  what  is  called  double  costs ;  and  by  the 
next  succeeding  section  the  double  costs  awarded  shall  be 
deemed  to  belong  to  such  defendant  The  attorney,  solicitor 
or  counsel,  has  no  right  to  them ;  and  it  seems  to  be  entirely 
dear,  therefore,  that  the  section  allowing  them  is  not  a  statute 
establishing  or  regulating  the  fees  of  those  officers.  The  Code  does 
not  in  direct  terms  repeal  that  section,  and  if  there  is  any  in- 
consistency between  them,  it  must  arise  from  the  last  clause  in 
section  303  of  the  Code,  that  there  may  be  allowed  to  the  pre- 
vailing party  certain  sums  by  way  of  indemnity,  termed  costs, 
or  fix)m  something  peculiar  in  the  general  policy  of  the  Code 
against  making  any  difference  in  the  rate  of  costs  between 
cases  generally  and  those  of  a  special  character.    I  do  not 

think  that  any  afl&rmative  provision  for  an  allowance  of  spe- 
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Gific  sums  under  the  name  of  costs,  for  expenses  in  cases  gen- 
eraUy,  is  inconsistent  with  the  provision  for  further  sums  as  ^ 
costs  in  particular  cases.  The  soms  allowed  by  the  Code,  are 
in  £ict,  not  as  much  as  those  which  were  given  by  former  laws, 
and  the  e£fect  of  the  Code,  and  the  sections  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  as  to  double  costs,  is  that  in  cases  generaUy,  costs  are 
allowed  at  a  certain  rate,  but  in  special  cases  at  an  increased 
rate. 

And  there  does  not  appear  to  be  anything  in  the  general 
policy  of  the  Code  as  to  costs,  which  forbids  a  discrimination 
between  cases  as  to  the  amount  of  the  allowance.  The  allow- 
ance of  double  costs  before  the  Code,  was  for  the  protection  of 
officers  whose  duties  peculiarly  exposed  them  to  suits,  both 
from  being  harassed  without  cause,  and  £rom  private  loss  on 
account  of  such  suits.  The  state  being  under  a  special  obliga- 
tion to  guard  its  public  servants  from  annoyance  and  loss  for 
acts  in  the  course  of  their  duties.  {AfcFarland  agt.  Crary^  6 
Wend.  802.)  The  propriety  of  this  special  protection  to  pub- 
lic officers,  and  obligation  to  support  it,  are  as  great  now  as 
they  were  formerly. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  fact  that  the  court  may  now  make 
an  additional  allowance  in  some  cases,  which  manifests  an  in- 
tention to  abolish  the  right  to  double  costs  under  former  laws, 
nor  is  there  anything  in  calling  the  taxation  of  costs  by  the 
derk  an  adjustment  to  interfere  with  the  operation  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  giving  double  costs. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed. 

There  was  also  an  opinion  by  Comstogs:,  Judge,  to  the 
same  effect 
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Robert  Lewin,  Respondent  agt.  Thomas  J.  Stewart,  im- 
pleaded with  William  P.  Wright,  Appellant 

The  *'  act  for  the  relief  of  partners  and  joint  debtors,"  (Laws  of  1838,  p.  243,)  is 
confined  to  Joint  actually  existing  debts.  It  has  no  application  to  a  suit  where 
the  object  is  to  establish  the  debt  to  be  joint,  as  between  the  alleged  partners ;  . 
and,  theref(^  does  not  authorize  the  release  of  one  of  the  partners  so  as  to  ad- 
mit him  as  a  competent  witness  in  the  suit  (Suit  commenced  prerious  to  the 
Code.) 

An  agreemefU  held  to  be  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  where  one  of  the  parties 
had  bought  a  large  quantity  of  cotton  and  became  the  actual  owners,  when 
the  other  party  verbaUy  agreed  to  take  a  share  or  joint  interest  in  it,  as  an  ad- 
yenture.  The  delivery  of  the  cotton  on  board  ship  by  the  yendors  of  the  first 
party,  held  to  be  a  delivery  to  the  latter,  and  not  to  the  second  party,  who  had 
agreed  to  take  a  joint  interest  in  the  adventure,  whether  the  first  party  hadiMiid 
for  the  cotton  pr  not.  To  hold  that  such  a  delivery  was  to  the  second  party  by 
the  first  party,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  would  be  a  palpable 
invasion  of  it 

New  -  York  General  Temij  November,  1858. 

Present,  Davies,  Sutherland  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  given  by  Mr.  Justice 
Roosevelt,  at  special  tenn,  in  1854,  holding  Mr.  Stewart  lia- 
ble upon  a  purchase  of  cotton  or  shipment  of  cotton,  Lewin 
is  the  surviving  partner  of  Jonathaii  Ogden  &  Co.,  by  whom 
the  suit  was  originally  brought.  The  suit  was  commenced  in 
the  late  court  of  chancery  in  1844,  (14  years  ago,)  and  the  ob- 
ject was  to  establish  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  firm  of  Stew- 
art &  Wright,  for  half  the  loss  on  a  shipment  of  cotton  of  about 
285  bales,  made  by  Jonathan  Ogden  &  Co.,  who  allege  that 
they  made  the  shipment  as  a  joint  adventure  of  the  two  firms ; 
and  Stewart  alone  defended,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not 
consented  to  take  any  interest  in  th6  shipment 

Charles  OVonot^  for  appellant 
Wm.  Curtis  "Soy^s,  for  respondent 
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By  the  court — Sutherland,  Justice.  The  principal  ques- 
tions discussed  on  the  argument  of  this  case  were : 

1.  Whether  any  agreement  between  Ogden  &  Co.,  and 
Stewart  &  Wright,  is  admitted  by  the  answer  of  Stewart,  or 
is  established  by  the  proofs,  or  can  be  judicially  deduced  firom 
both? 

2.  If  any  agreement  between  those  finns  is  so  established 
or  can  be  deduced,  what  was  the  agreement  ?  Was  it  an  ab- 
solute agreement  on  the  part  of  Stewart  &  Wright  to  purchase 
or  take  an  interest  absolute  in  the  285  bales  of  cotton  which 
had  been  bought  by  Ogden  &  Co.,  without  reference  to  its 
quality,  or  to  its  being  of  a  grade  known  in  the  market  as 
"  fair  ?"  or  was  it  a  conditional  agreement ;  that  is,  an  agree- 
ment to  purchase  or  to  take  an  interest  if  the  cotton  was  of  the 
grade  called  "fair,"  as  represented  by  Lewin? 

8.  Is  the  case  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  so  that  if  an  agree- 
ment to  purchase  on  the  part  of  Stewart  &  Wright  a  share  or 
interest,  or  a  sale  to  them  of  a  share  or  interest  in  the  cotton, 
is  admitted  by  the  answer  or  established  by  the  proofs,  yet 
there  being  no  written  evidence  of  such  agreement  to  purchase 
or  of  such  sale,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover? 

In  the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  case,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
examine  the  first  and  the  last  of  these  questions,  and  perhaps 
only  the  first  It  is  conceded  that  the  ordinary  partnership 
business  of  Stewart  &  Wright,  did  not  extend  to  this  transac- 
tion, so  that  Wright  could  bind  Stewart  or  the  firm  with- 
out Stewart's  authority  and  consent  What  is  the  evidence 
then  of  an  agreement  by  Stewart  &  AVright  to  take  an  inter- 
est in  the  adventure,  or  to  purchase  an  interest  or  share  in  the 
cotton,  or  of  a  sale  to  Stewart  &  Wright  of  a  share  or  interest 
by  Ogden  &  Co.  ?  There  is  no  written  evidence.  The  evi- 
dence of  witnesses  as  to  what  passed  in  one  conversation  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  defendant  is  all  the  evidence.  There  was 
no  entry  of  the  transaction  in  Stewart  &  Wright's  books.  No 
invoice,  bill  or  memorandum  of  the  transaction,  was  furnished 
by  Ogden  &  Co.,  to  Stewart  &  Wright  Ogden  &  Co.  paid 
for  the  cotton  the  23d  of  March,  1844,  but  never  called  upon 
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Stewart  &  Wright  for  their  share  of  the  cost  price.  The  wit- 
nesses are  three :  Wright  and  Dunham  for  plaintiff,  Joyce  for 
defendant  Notwithstanding  Stewart's  objections,  Wright 
was  admitted  as  a  witness.  The  Code  has  no  application  to 
the  question  of  Wright's  admissibillity,  for  the  proofe  were 
taken  and  closed  in  1846.  Wright  had  permitted  the  bill  to 
be  taken  against  him  as  confessed  in  Noyember,  1844. 

In  December,  1844,  Ogden  &  Co.  executed  to  Wright  a 
written  instrument  or  release,  as  upon  a  separate  compromise, 
pursuant  to  the  "  Act  for  the  relief  of  partners  and  joint  debt- 
ors," {Laws  of  1888^  p.  243,)  exonerating  him  fix>m  all  individ- 
ual liability  incurred  by  reason  6f  his  connection  with  the  firm 
of  Stewart  &  Wright,  or  by  reason  of  any  liability  with  the 
said  Stewart,  of  and  concerning  the  transaction  as  to  the  cot- 
ton. It  is  claimed  that  this  made  Wright  a  competent  wit« 
ness,  I  think  it  did  not  The  very  question  in  the  case  was 
whether  Wright  had  entered  into  the  transaction  as  to  the 
cotton  with  or  without  the  consent  of  Stewart  ?  If  Stewart 
did  not  consent  to  the  adventure,  Wright  stood  confessed  as 
individually  liable,  as  having  gone  into  the  transaction  with- 
out any  authority  from  his  partner.  K  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
succeed  in  this  suit  the  statutory  exoneration  would  have  no 
effect  The  plaintiff  could,  notwithstanding  the  instrument 
of  exoneration,  and  on  Wright's  own  confession,  recover  the 
whole  amount  from  Wright,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  a 
partnership  transaction  of  Stewart  &  Wright,  but  an  individ- 
ual transaction  of  Wright's.  The  statute  of  1888  is  confined 
to  joint  actually  existing  debts.  The  object  of  this  suit,  and 
of  introducing  Wright  as  a  witness,  w^as  to  establish  the  debt 
to  be  joint.  I  think  Wright  was  inadmissible  as  a  witness, 
and  that  his  testimony  must  be  considered  as  out  of  the  case, 
and  it  would  hardly  be  considered  that  the  testimony  of  the 
other  two  witnesses  proves  any  consent  or  agreement  of  Stew- 
art. Dunham  says,  the  conversation  was  between  plaintiff  and 
Wright ;  that  Stewart  was  in  the  room  a  portion  of  the  time, 
but  he  does  not  swear  positively  that  Stewart  heard  anything 
that  was  said.    (Stewart  is  partially  deaf.)    Joyce  says,  plain- 
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tiff  came  to  Stewart  &  Wright's  place  of  business  with  a  sam- 
ple of  cotton,  and  proposed  to  Stewart  to  take  an  interest  in  a 
lot,  of  which  that  was  a  sample,  and  that  all  three — the  plain- 
tiff, Stewart  and  Wright — ^went  into  the  office  or  counting- 
room  together,  and  he  (Joyce,)  remained  outside,  and  heard  no 
more.  I  do  not  think  that  these  witnesses  prove  the  consent 
or  agreement  on  the  part  of  Stewart 

•  Now  let  us  look  at  the  bill  and  answer.  The  bill  alleges 
that  Ogden  &  Co.  had  purchased  the  cotton,  and  that  Stew- 
art &  Wright  hearing  of  the  purchase,  and  that  Ogden  &  Ca 
intended  to  ship  it,  requested  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  (either  of 
Ogden  or  Lewin,)  a  half  share  or  interest  in  the  cotton,  to 
which  Ogden  &  Co.  agreed,  and  that  thereupon  Ogden  &  Co. 
became  jointly  interested  with  Stewart  &  Wright,  in  said  ad- 
venture of  cotton — Stewart  &  Wright  being  entitled  to  one- 
half  of  the  profits,  if  any,  and  liable  to  one-half  the  losses.. 
This  is  the  way  in  which  the  agreement  is  alleged  in  the  bill. 
The  answer  of  Stewart  alleges  that  Stewart  &' Wright  were 
cotton  brokers,  and  not  cotton  buyern ;  denies  the  authority  of 
Wright  to  bind  Stewart  in  the  transaction ;  and  as  to  the  re- 
quest of  Stewart  &  Wright  for  a  half  share  or  interest  in  the 
cotton,  and  the  consent  of  Ogden  &  Qo,  upon  which  it  is  al- 
leged in  the  bill  a  partnership  in  the  shipment  of  cotton  was 
created  between  Stewart  &  Wright  and  Ogden  &  Co.,  the  an- 
swer alleges :  That  at  ab6ut  the  time  mentioned  in  the  bill, 
he  (Stewart)  was  solicited  to  take,  an  interest  in  a  shipment  of 
cotton  which  Ogden  &  Co.,  were  about  to  make  to  Liverpool, 
consisting  of  a  large  number  of  bales — say  about  285— of  which 
over  nine-tenths  were  what  is  termed  "  round  bales,"  but  that 
he  never  consented  to  take  any  interest  therein,  otherwise  than 
conditionally,  and  upon  inducements  of  false  representations — 
that  is  to  say,  Lewin  at  the  time  represented  the  cotton  to  be 
all  of  one  uniform  quality,  known  in  the  trade  as  the  grade 
"  fair,"  a  quality  then  worth  in  the  market^  if  in  square  bales, 
from  9c.  to  9ic.  per  pound ;  that  he  exhibited  a  sample  which 
was  of  that  quality,  and  stated  that  each  bale  was  on  an  aver- 
age equal  to  such  sample  in  style,  quaUty  and  value;  that 
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such  Statement  was  intentionally  fidse ;  that  Lewin  thereupon 
urged  Stewart  to  join  Wright  in  taking  a  share  or  interest,  to 
which  he  replied  :  "  That  if  the  cotton  was  equal  to  that  sam- 
ple he  would  be  interested,  otherwise  not ;"  and  that  he  (Stew- 
art) "  did  not,  in  any  other  way  consent  to  take  such  an  in- 
terest." 

Now  is  this  an  admission  of  the  agreement  set  up  in  the 
bill  ?  I  think  not.  It  is  only  an  admission  that  he  (Stewart) 
was  willing,  and  said  he  was  willing,  to  enter  into  an  agree 
ment  and  join  Wright  in  taking  a  share  or  interest  in  the  cot 
ton,  if  the  cotton  was  equal  to  the  sample.  It  does  not  appear 
from  this  statement  in  the  answer,  that  there  was  a  meeting  of 
minds,  and  the  bargain  concluded.  And  such  a  meeting  of 
minds  and  definite  agreement  scarcely  follows  from  the  alle- 
gations in  the  bill.  The  request  to  have  an  interest  according 
to  the  bill  was  made  either  to  Ogden  or  Lewin,  to  only  one  of 
the  sellers  by  both  of  the  buyers.  Is  it  probable  that  there- 
upon— immediately — the  proposition  was  accepted  by  both 
the  sellers  as  alleged  ?  But  if  an  agreement  or  sale  is  alleged 
in  the  bill  with  sufficient  certainty,  I  think  that  such  an  agree- 
ment is  not  admitted  by  the  answer  or  established  by  the 
proofs  so  as  to  authorize  the  judgment  at  special  term.  In 
this  view  of  the  case  it  is  unnecessary  to  examine  the  question 
of  the  application  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  But  I  will  say  that 
I  do  not  see  why  the  case  is  not  within  the  statute.  Admit 
the  plaintiff's  case,  and  Ogden  &  Co.  had  bought  the  cotton 
when  Stewart  &  Wright  agreed  to  take  the  interest  in  it 
Ogden  &  Co.  did  not  buy  it  as  the  agents  of  Stewart  &  Wright, 
or  with  the  joint  funds  of  the  two  firms,  or  as  partners  of  Stew- 
art &  Wright  in  that  particular  adventure.  As  between  the 
two  firms,  Ogden  &  Co.  were  the  owners  of  the  cotton  when 
the  alleged  agreement  was  made  that  Stewart  &  Wright  should 
have  a  share  or  interest  whether  Ogden  &  Co.  had  actually 
paid  for  the  cotton  or  not,  or  whether  it  had  been  then  actu- 
ally delivered  on  board  the  ship  or  not.  As  between  the  par- 
ties from  whom  Ogden  &  Co.  had  bought,  and  Ogden  &  Co., 
the  delivery  on  board  the  ship  was  a  delivery  to  Ogden  &  Co., 
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and  not  to  Stewart  &  Wright.  To  hold  that  it  was  a  delivery 
to  Stewart  &  Wright  by  Ogden  &  Co.,  bo  as  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute,  would  in  my  opinion,  be  a  palpable  invasion 
of  the  statute. 

The  judgment  at  special  term  should  be  reversed,  and  there 
should  be  a  new  trial  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

The  People  ex  rel  George  Staats  and  Jacob  Staats  agt 
Lyman  Tremain,  Attorney-General  of  the  State  of  New- 
York. 

Where  suits  are  instituted  by  the  district  attorney  of  a  county,  in  the  name  of  the 
people,  under  the  21st  section  of  the  "act  to  establish  a  Metropolitan  police 
district,  comprising  the  counties  of  New- York,  Kings,  Westchester  and  Rich- 
mond,'* passed  April  16th,  1857,  to  recover  penalties,  ($50  each,)  for  publidy 
keeping  and  disposing  of  intoidcating  liquors  on  Sunday,  such  penalties  being 
for  the  benefit  of  "  the  police  contingent  fund,"  thereby  authorized  ; 

ffeU  that  where  the  defendants  succeeded  in  such  suits,  the  people  are  liable  for 
the  costs  of  the  defence,  to  be  paid  from  the  state  treasury. 

And  it  is  the  duty  of  the  attorney-general  on  request  of  the  defendants,  to  give 
the  requisite  statute  certificate^  that  such  suits  were  duly  instituted  as  by  law 
required.  (2  B.  S.  653,  §  14.)  A  mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy  to  compel 
the  giving  of  such  certificate  in  case  of  refusal  by  the  attorney-general.  And 
it  will  be  no  answer  for  him  on  such  application,  to  say  that  no  appropriation 
by  the  legislature  has  been  made  to  meet  such  expenses.  It  is  no  reason  why 
the  defendants  should  not  have  their  claim  perfected. 

C,  J.  JacKj  for  plaintiffs. 
A.  Cornwall, /wde/endan£ 

S.  B.  Strong,  Justice.  Several  suits  were  instituted 
against  the  relators  by  the  district  attorney  of  the  county  of 
Kings,  in  the  name  of  the  people,  under  the  twenty-first  sec* 
tion  of  the  act  to  establish  a  Metropolitan  poUce  district,  com- 
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prising  the  counties  of  New- York,  Kings,  Westchester  and 
Eichmond,  passed  on  the  15th  of  April,  1857,  to  recover  pen- 
alties of  fifty  dollars  in  each  case,  for  publicly  keeping  and 
disposing  of  intoxicating  liquor  on  Sunday.  That  act  ex- 
pressly authorizes  the  district  attorney  to  bring  such  suits  in 
the  name  of  the  people,  for  the  benefit  of  "  the  police  contin- 
gent fund,"  thereby  authorized.  The  actions  were  commenced 
in  this  court ;  they  were  tjj-ied  at  a  circuit  court,  and  verdicts 
therein  were  rendered  for  the  defendants,  upon  which  judg- 
ments for  their  costs  were  entered  up  against  the  people.  The 
Revised  Statutes  as  originally  enacted,  provide,  (2  B.  S.  553, 
§  14,)  that  "  whenever  costs  shall  be  adjudged  against  the 
people  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding,  instituted  by  any  officer 
duly  authorized  for  that  purpose,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
comptroller  to  draw  on  the  treasurer  for  the  amount  thereof, 
upon  the  production  of  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  record  of 
judgment  with  a  taxed  bill  thereof;  and  upon  a  certificate  of 
the  attorney-general  that  such  suit  was  duly  instituted  as  by 
law  required."  The  relators  applied  to  the  attorney-general 
to  grant  the  certificate  mentioned  in  the  section  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  which  I  have  quoted.  That  officer  denied  their  ap- 
plication, and  they  now  ask  this  court  to  issue  mandamus 
directing  him  to  give  the  requisite  certificate  to  enable  them 
to  obtain  the  money  from  the  state  treasury.  There  was  no 
dispute  on  the  argument,  but  that  the  papers  presented  to  the 
attorney-general,  sufficiently  indicated  that  the  suits  had  been 
duly  instituted  as  required  by  law.  Indeed,  there  could  not 
well  be  any  doubt  upon  that  point.  The  district  attorney  was 
clearly  authorized  by*  the  police  act,  to  commence  the  suits, 
and  the  Revised  Statutes  indicate  that  suits  properly  instituted 
may  fail,  and  the  people  of  the  state  be  liable  for  the  costs. 
The  attorney-general  places  his  refusal  to  grant  the  certificate 
mainly  upon  the  following  grounds :  First,  that  such  costs  are 
not  a  legitimate  charge  upon  the  state  treasury.  Second,  that 
if  they  had  been,  the  laws  do  not  make  it  imperative  upon  him 
to  grant  the  required  certificate ;  and  third,  that  there  has  not 
been  any  appropriation  by  the  legislature  to  pay  them. 
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The  Eevised  Statutes  of  1880,  provided,  (2  R.  S.  619,  §  38,) 
that  "  in  all  civil  suits  by  or  in  the  name  of  the  people,  insti- 
tuted by  any  officer  duly  authorized  for  that  purpose,  and  not 
brought  on  the  relation  of  any  citizen,  the  people  shall  be  lia- 
ble for  the  costs  in  the  same  cases  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if 
such  suit  or  proceeding  was  instituted  by  an  individual."  It 
was  subsequently  enacted,  however,  {Laws  of  1832,  ch.  246, 
§  87,)  that  in  all  suits  thereafter  to  be  commenced  in  the  name 
of  the  people  of  this  state,  when  the  debt,  damages  or  sum  of 
money  in  controversy,  if  recovered,  will  not  belong  to  the 
treasury  of  this  state,  the  cost  of  prosecuting  such  suit  or  de- 
fending, when  the  defendant  succeeds  in  his  defence,  shall  not 
be  a  charge  against  the  state  treasury ;  but  such  costs,  if  the 
suit  shall  be  brought  for  a  debt,  damages  or  sum  of  money,  or 
when  the  matter  in  controversy  if  recovered,  will  belong  to  any 
particular  county,  city,  town  or  village,  shall  be  a  charge 
against  such  county,  city,  town  or  village."  If  the  people  had 
succeeded  in  the  suits  against  the  relators,  the  money  would 
not  have  belonged  to  the  treasury  of  this  state,  and  if  the  sec- 
tion which  I  have  last  quoted  had  been  still  the  law,  the  de- 
fendant's costs  would  not  have  been  a  charge  upon  the  state 
treasury. 

The  Code  (§  808)  abolishes  the  pre-existing  fee  bill,  but  it 
does  not  in  all  cases  repeal  the  former  statutory  provisions  re- 
lative to  the  liability  for  costs.  It  repeals  many  of  them  di- 
rectly, and  others  by  implication,  but  in  all  other  instances 
they  still  prevail.  There  is  no  direct  repeal  of  the  provisions 
of  former  statutes  imposing  and  regulating  the  liability  of  the 
people  of  the  state  for  the  payment  of  costs  in  unsuccesbful  suits 
instituted  in  their  name.  It  is  provided,  however,  (CbcZ^,  §819,) 
that "  in  all  civil  actions  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  people  of 
this  state,  by  an  officer  duly  authorized  for  that  purpose,  the 
people  shall  be  liable  for  costs  in  the  same  cases  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  private  parties.  K  a  private  person  be  joined 
with  the  people  as  plaintiff,  he  shall  be  liable  in  the  first  in- 
stance for  the  defendant's  costs,  which  shall* not  be  recovered 
of  the  people  till  after  execution  issued  therefor  against  such 
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private  party,  and  returned  unsatisfied."  It  is  provided  how- 
ever, in  the  next  (820th)  section,  that  "  in  an  action  prosecuted 
in  the  name  of  the  people  of  this  state,  for  the  recovery  of 
money  or  property,  or  to  establish  a  right  or  claim,  for  the 
benefit  of  any  county,  city,  town,  village,  corporation  or  per- 
son, costs  awarded  against  the  plaintiff  shall  be  a  charge  against 
the  party  for  whose  benefit  the  action  was  prosecuted,  and  not 
against  the  people.  It  is  apparent  from  these  provisions  of  the 
Code,  that  it  was  designed  that  defendants  in  suits  instituted  in 
the  name  of  the  people  by  a  competent  officer,  in  the  cases  au- 
thorized by  law,  should  recover  their  costs  from  some  source. 
The  first  part  of  the  819th  section  refers  to  and  embraces  all 
such  cases.  The  only  qualification  or  exceptions  to  the  liar 
bility  of  the  people  of  the  state,  are  contained  in  the  subsequent 
part  of  the  same  section  and  in  the  820th  section.  This  in 
effect  repeals  the  provision  which  I  have  quoted  fh)m  the  act 
of  1832,  exempting  the  state  from  liability,  when  the  sums  if 
recovered,  would  not  have  belonged  to  the  state  treasury ;  ex- 
cepting from  the  repeal,  however,  the  cases  where  the  suits 
were  instituted  for  the  benefit  of  any  county,  city,  town,  vil- 
lage, corporation  or  person.  The  legislature  by  re-enacting  one 
part  of  the  section,  and  omitting  the  other,  clearly  evinced  a 
determination  to  repeal  the  part  omitted.  And  such  was  the 
legitimate  effect.  It  is  clear  that  the  suits  iagainst  the  relators 
were  not  prosecuted  for  the  benefit  of  any  county,  city,  town, 
village  or  person.  They  were  instituted  for  the  benefit  of  the 
police  district,  which  comprehended  all  of  those  bodies  and 
such  persons,  but  was  not  identical  with  or  comprised  within 
the  definition  of  either.  It  has  been  decided  by  our  court  of 
appeals,  that  a  constitutional  provision  relative  to  the  election 
of  the  officers  of  counties  and  towns,  was  not  applicable  to  such 
district,  and  the  same  construction  must  be  given  to  similar 
phraseology  in  an  act  of  the  legislature.  Neither  is  the  dis- 
trict a  corporation  within  the  meaning  of  the  820th  section  of 
the  Code.  It  is  a  political  institution,  possessed  indeed  of 
some  corporate  pdwers,  but  not  sufficient  to  entitle  it  to  the 
designation  of  a  corporation.    That  the  section  alluded  to  was 
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not  intended  to  include  tbe  political  divisions  of  the  territory  of 
the  state  in  that  term,  is  apparent  from  its  particular  specifica- 
tion of  counties,  cities,  towns  and  villages,  which  would  have 
been  superfluous  if  such  bodies  had  been  included  in  the  gen- 
eral term.  It  would  be  manifestly  just  that  the  costs  in  these 
suits  should  be  paid  by  the  district  for  whose  benefit  they  were 
prosecuted,  but  the  people  through  their  legislature  have  not 
thought  proper  so  to  provide,  and  the  consequence  of  this  and 
the  act  of  their  ojBScer  (for  the  district  attorney  represents  them) 
is,  that  they,  and  not  those  who  it  would  seem  have  been  cause- 
lessly prosecuted,  should  bear  the  burden.  They  may  be  re- 
lieved hereafter  as  to  the  then  future  if  not  to  the  past,  by  the 
enactment  of  an  amendment  to  the  law. 

The  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes  was  ambulatory,  and 
not  only  applied  to  the  then  existing  provisions,  but  became  ap 
plicable  to  such  as  might  thereafter  be  adopted  relative  to  the 
payment  of  the  cost3  of  successful  defendants  in  suits  prose- 
cuted in  the  name  of  the  people.  It  was  contended  in  behalf  of 
the  attorney-general,  that  such  provision  relates  only  to  suits  in- 
stituted by  him,  or  those  over  which  he  has  the  official  control ; 
and  it  was  said  that  he  could  not  with  propriety  be  required  to 
certify  that  any  other  had  been  duly  instituted  as  by  law  re- 
quired. But  the  statute  is  otherwise.  The  provision  in  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  includes  every  suit  in  a  civil  case  instituted  in 
the  name  of  the  people  by  any  public  officer  duly  authorized  for 
that  purpose ;  and  the  Code  includes  all  civil  actions  in  the 
nafiie  of  the  people  by  an  officer  duly  authorized  for  that  pur- 
pose. There  is  no  special  reference  to  the  attorney -general  as 
the  prosecuting  officer,  in  either  provision.  I  can  see  no  dif- 
ficulty in  his  obtaining  sufficient  proof  to  enable  him  to  give 
the  requisite  certificate  in  cases  where  the  suits  had  been  pro- 
secuted by  others.  The  actual  institution  of  the  suit,  the  pro- 
priety of  instituting  it  in  the  name  of  the  people,  and  the  au- 
thority of  the  prosecuting  officer,  could  be  easily  ascertained. 
As  to  the  actual  necessity  of  the  requisition  for  the  informa- 
tion of  the  fiscal  officers  of  the  state,  that  was  a  matter  solely 
for  the  consideration  of  the  legislature. 
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The  provision  of  the  Ee vised  Statutes,  does  not  direct!  j  and 
in  imperative  terms  require  the  attorney-general  to  give  the 
requisite  certificate.  But  surely,  when  a  statute  provides  that 
an  act  of  a  public  nature  shall  be  performed  upon  something 
to  be  done  by  a  public  oflScer,  that  in  effect  amounts  to  a  cor- 
responding direction.  It  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  it 
was  designed  that  he  should  have  an  unlimited  option  to  per- 
form or  refuse  what  the  legislature  deemed  an  act  of  justice  to 
those  who  had  been  causelessly  prosecuted.  It  seems  that  no 
appropriation  has  been  made  by  the  legislature  for  the  payment 
of  these  costs,  and  the  constitution  prohibits  the  payment  of  any 
money  out  of  the  treasury  of  the  state,  except  in  pursuance  of 
an  appropriation  by  law.  {Constitution,  article  7,  §  8.)  That 
may  be  a  sufficient  reason  why  the  comptroller  should  not  be 
required  to  make  a  present  draft  upon  the  state  treasurer  for 
the  payment  of  the  relators'  costs.  It  was  so  decided  by  this 
court  at  a  general  term  in  the  third  district,  in  the  case  of  the 
late  Judge  Woodworth,  (16  How.  27.)  But  the  effect  of  the 
comptroller's  drafl  would  be  to  require  a  payment  which  could 
not  be  constitutionally  made.  The  attomey-generaVs  certifi- 
cate does  not  require  any  payment.  It  is  a  mere  preliminary 
to  a  future  requisition,  and  possibly  and  very  probably  it  may 
be  essential  to  a  successful  application  to  the  legislature  to 
make  the  requisite  appropriation.  The  want  of  such  appro* 
priation  is  no  reason  why  the  relators  should  not  have  their 
claim  perfected. 

In  this  case  there  is  no  question  as  to  the  facts  which  the 
attorney -general  is  asjsied  to  certify.  They  are  too  clear  to  ad- 
mit of  any  doubt.  He  resists  the  application  on  extranteous 
considerations.  As  the  questions  of  law  raised  by  him  are 
decided  against  him,  there  is  nothing  left  for  his  determination. 
His  future  action  must  be  simply  ministerial.  A  mandamus 
is,  therefore,  an  appropriate  remedy  for  the  relators.  As  it 
may  be  deemed  expedient  that  my  opinion  upon  the  questions 
of  law  should  be  reviewed,  I  shall  not  direct  a  peremptory 
mandamus.    An  alternative  mandamus  is  awarded. 
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Company. 

If  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  resident  of  the  state,  or  the  subject  of  the  action  did  not 

arise  or  is  situated  within  the  state,  he  cannot  have  an  attachment  under  the 

Code. 
Where  a  note  was  made  at  the  office  of  the  defendants  in  the  state  of  lowa^  and 

was  payable  at  a  bank  in  the  citj  of  New- York,  he^  that  the  cause  of  action 

did  not  arise  in  this  state. 
Whether  on  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  publication  of  summons,  additional 

affidavits  may  be  used  in  support  of  the  order  7    J)oubtful 

Erie  Special  Term,  Novemher,  1858. 

Motion  to  vacate  tlie  order  for  the  publication  of  the  sum- 
mons, and  another  motion  to  set  aside  the  attachment.  The 
plaintiff  resides  in  Ohio,  ./f  he  defendant  is  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion, created  by  the  laws  of  Iowa,  and  having  its  principal  of- 
fice at  Dubuque  in  that  state. 

In  the  affidavit  to  obtain  the  order  of  publication,  the  plain- 
tiff states  that  the  defendant  is  indebted  in  an  amount  named, 
"upon*  its  promissory  note  duly  execiited,"  without  stating 
wliere  it  was  executed  or  where  it  was  payable.  It  does  not 
appear  from  the  affidavit  made  to  obtain  the  attachment,  where 
the  note  was  made  or  where  it  was  made  payable. 

In  opposition  to  the  motions,  an  affidavit  was  read  in  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff,  without  any  intimation  from  the  court  whether 
such  affidavit  could  or  could  not  be  properly  read ;  showing 
that  the  action  was  upon  a  note  dated  at  the  office  of  the  de- 
fendant, Dubuque,  and  payable  six  months  after  date,  at  the 
Metropolitan  Bank,  in  the  city  of  New-York. 

W.  W.  Mann,  for  plaintiff. 
S.  S.  'RoQEi^j  for  defendant. 

Marvin  Justice.    The  plaintiff's  counsel  insists,  that  if  the 
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original  affidavits  are  insafficienty  the  plaintiff  ouglit  to  be  per- 
mitted to  amend.  Upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  attachment^ 
it  has  been  frequently  held  that  counter  and  supplemental  af- 
fidavits may  be  read  in  support  of  the  attachment.  ( Voorhiea^ 
Code,  5ih  ed.  280 ;  see  also  Howard's  Code  and  notes^  under  §  229| 
page  843.)  But  I  am  not  aware  that  upon  a  motion  to  vacate 
the  order  for  the  publication  of  the  summons,  there  i^  any  au- 
thority that  additional  affidavits  may  be  used  in  support  of  the 
order.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  order  must  stand  or  faJl  upon 
the  affidavits  upon  which  it  was  granted.  But  I  wiU  not  pur- 
sue this  question,  as  it  may  be  that  the  original  affidavit  was 
sufficient  under  section  136,  as  it  does  state  that  the  defendant 
*  *  has  property  within  the  state,"  provided  the  case  comes  within 
section  427,  though  the  facts  to  bring  it  within  that  section, 
were  not  made  to  appear  by  affidavit.  By  that  section,  an  ac- 
tion may  be  brought  against  a  foreign  corporation  "  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases:"  1.  By  a  resident  of  this  state,  for  any  cause  of 
action.  2.  By  a  plaintiff  not  a  resident  of  this  state,  when  the 
cause  of  action  shall  have  arisen,  or  the  subject  of  the  action 
shall  be  situated  within  this  state." 

In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  resident  of  the  state. 
It  is  claimed,  resorting  to  the  supplemental  affidavit,  that  the 
cause  of  action  arose  within  this  state.  The  note  was  made  at 
the  office  of  the  defendant  in  the  state  of  Iowa,  and  was  pay- 
able at  a  bank  in  the  city  of  New-York.  In  my  opinion  the 
cause  of  action  did  not  arise  within  this  state,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  provision  of  the  Code.  It  is  true  the  note  was  pay- 
able here,  and  the  fiiilure  to  pay  constituted  the  breach  of  the 
contract.  But  the  cause  of  action  is  the  contract  or  promise, 
made  in  Iowa.  By  the  Eevised  Statutes  a  resident  of  this  8tsA/d 
was  permitted  to  commence  a  suit  by  attachment  against  a 
foreign  corporation.    (2  -fiL  aSI  459,  §  15.)  * 

An  attachment  against  a  non-resident  debtor  could  be  issued 
where  he  was  indebted  on  a  contract  made  within  this  state,  or 
to  a  creditor  residing  within  this  state,  although  upon  a  con- 
tract made  elsewhere.  (2  iZ.  /SI  8,  §  1.)  The  provisions  of 
the  Code  are  undoubtedly  much  broader  in  relation  to  attach- 
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ments  generally,  and  in  actions  against  foreign  corporations. 
But  in  the  latter  case,  if  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  resident  of  the 
state,  the  cause  of  action  must  have  arisen  within  the  state,  or 
the  subject  of  the  action  must  be  situated  within  the  state. 
The  ^Vestem  Bank  agt.  The  OUy  Bank  of  Columbus,  (7  Ebw. 
Pr.  J?.  288,)  is  as  I  understand  it,  an  authority  for  the  position 
above  taken. 
The  motions  must  be  granted,  with  $10  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
McGiffert  agt  McGiffert. 

A  decree  of  dlToioe  obtained  by  a  husband  from  hia  wife  by  and  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Indiana^  while  the  husband  was  a  resident  of  that  state,  and  the 
wife  a  resident  of  this  state,  and  having  no  notice  of  the  proceedings,  and  not 
having  appeared  therein,  is  void  and  of  no  effect  as  to  the  wife.  The  court  in 
Indiana  never  had  jurisdiction  of  the  wife^  and  could  make  no  decree  which 
would  bbid  her. 

New 'York  Special  Term^  January  13^,  1859. 

The  complaint  in  this  cause  is  filed  by  the  wife,  against  the 
defendant,  her  husband,  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimoniu 

The  parties  being  residents  of  this  state,  were  married  here 
on  the  12th  of  September,  1850.  They  lived  together  but  a 
few  weeks,  and  then  separated.  In  January,  1851,  the  defend- 
ant filed  bis  complaint  against  the  plaintiff,  claiming  to  have 
the  marriage  annulled,  on  the  alleged  ground  of  the  physical 
incapacity  of  th,e  plaintiff  to  consummate  the  marriage.  This 
^e  denied  in  her  answer. 

On  the  28th  of  April,  1861,  an  order  was  made  in  that 
cause,  requiring  the  plaintiff  therein  to  pay  court  fees  and  ali- 
mony to  the  defendant  in  that  cause,  and  the  same  not  having 
been  paid,  an  order  was  made  in  that  cause,  on  tbe  15th  of 
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October,  ISSl,  staying  all  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff therein,  until  paid,  and  the  proceedings  therein  have  been 
stayed  and  suspended. 

In  January,  1852,  the  defendant  went  to  the  state  of  Indiana, 
leaving  the  plaintiff  his  wife,  in  this  state,  where  she  has  ever 
since  remained.  The  defendant  stated  in  his  answer,  that  such 
residence  in  Indiana  commenqpd  on  or  about  the  8d  day  of 
January,  1862,  and  that  on  the  10th  of  January,  1868,  being 
at  that  time  a  bona  fide  resident  of  that  state,  and  having  been 
for  more  than  one  year  preceding  said  date,  a  resident  of  said 
state,  he  filed  his  bill  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  for  a  di- 
vorce. On  the  24th  of  May,  1868,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit 
not  appearing,  a  decree  of  divorce  was  granted.  In  October, 
1866,  the  defendant  in  this  case  returned  to  this  state,  accom- 
panied by  a  woman,  to  whom  he  had  been  maxriedin  Indiana 
after  the  divorce  granted  there,  with  whom  he  has  cohabited 
here.  Upon  these  facts  the  complaint  is  filed,  the  plaintiff 
claiming  that  such  intercourse  of  the  defendant  with  the  wo* 
man  to  whom  he  claims  to  be  married,  is  adulterous  and  en- 
titles her  to  a  divoroe. 

S.  0.  Ltne,  and  F.  R  TilloxSj  for  plaintiff, 
E.  P.  CowL^far^le/endanL 

Davies,  Justice.  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  many 
questions  presented  in  this  case.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  must 
be  disposed  of  on  the  authority  of  Visscher  agt.  Vissdier^  (12 
Barb.  640,)  and  the  authorities  there  referred  to.  The  court 
in  Indiana  never  had  jurisdiction  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case, 
'and  the  proceedings  there  as  to  her  are  void.  As  remarked 
by  Justice  Hand  in  the  case  referred  to,  ''  It  is  a  sound  prin- 
ciple^f  law,  as  well  as  of  natural  justice,  that  no  person  should 
be  bound  by  a  judgment  without  being  heard."  And  he  cited 
a  large  number  of  cases  to  sustain  this  position.  In  this  state 
besides  the  case  of  Visscher  ^^  Visscher^  above  cited,  the  same 
principle  in  reference  to  divorces  was  applied  in  the  case  of 
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Buden  agt  FMi,  (15  John.  121.)  In  this  case  the  husband 
being  in  the  state  of  Vermont,  implied  there,  his  wife  then  be- 
ing in  Connecticut,  and  never  having  been  in  Vermont,  and 
having  no  notice  of  the  proceedings  for  a  divorce,  which  was 
granted.  He  came  into  this  state  and  married  another  woman, 
his  first  wife  being  still  living,  and  the  case  turned  upon  the 
effect  of  the  divorce  granted  ii^  the  state  of  Vermont 

Thompson,  C.  X,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
says,  that  it  appeared  from  the  testimony,  that  the  former  wife 
never  was  in  the  state  of  Vermont,  nor  in  any  manner  person- 
ally notified  or  apprised  at  the  time  of  the  proceedings  in  Ver- 
mont to  obtain  the  divorce.  She  did  not  in  any  manner,  by 
her  agent  or  attorney,  appear  or  make  any  defence  against 
such  proceedings.  A  precisely  similar  state  of  &cts  is  pre- 
sented in  the  case  now  under  consideration.  The  chief  justice 
says :  "  The  final  question  is,  whether  such  proceedings  in 
Vermont  were  not  absolutely  void  ?  To  sanction  and  give 
validity  and  eflfect  to  such  a  divorce,  appears  to  me  to  be  con- 
trary to  the  first  principles  of  justice.  To  give  any  binding 
effect  to  a  judgment,  it  is  essential  that  the  court  should  have 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  the  subject  matter,  and  the  want 
of  jurisdiction  is  a  matter  that  may  always  be  set  up  against 
a  judgment  when  sought  to  be  enforced,  or  when  any  benefit  is 
claimed  under  it,  the  want  of  jurisdiction  makes  it  utterly  void 
and  unavailable  for  any  purpose." 

These  positions  are  well  sustained  by  authority  and  sound 
reasoning,  and  I  have  been  unable  to  find  any  case  where  the 
force  of  this  has  been  questioned.  "We  have  already  seen  that 
it  was  recognized  as  law  in  the  case  of  Visscher  agt.  Vusoher^ 
above  referred  to,  and  I  feel  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  I  am 
not  at  liberty  to  question  the  binding  force  of  these  authorities. 
They  decide  the  precise  point  presented  in  this  case,  holding  a 
decree  obtained  as  this  was,  to  be  utterly  void  and  unavailing 
for  any  purpose  whatever.  It  therefore  follows  that  it  affords 
no  legal  justification  for  the  defendant  in  cohabiting  with  any 
other  woman  than  the  plaintiff,  his  lawful  wife ;  and  the  facts 
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of  such  cohabitation,  and  the  other  &ct8  neoesaazy  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  a  divoix^e  a  vinculo,  being  clearly  eBtabliahed,  I 
hare  no  choice  but  to  direct  a  decree  for  a  divorce. 

A  referee  may  be  had  to  settle  the  proper  alimony  to  be  paid 
to  the  plaintifll 


SUPkEME  COURT, 

George  C.  Akely,  administrator,  &o.,  of  Lobenzo  Akslt, 
deceased  agt  Jakes  Ae:ely. 

Where  a  daim  against  an  estate  was  presented  to  the  adnunistrator,  bj  ft  credi- 
tor of  the  intestate,  and  the  administrator  claimed  an  of&et,  consisting  of  mat- 
ters of  aocount  and  matters  of  tort,  upon  which  an  agreement  in  writing  was 
entered  into,  to  saibmii  the  matters  in  controversy  to  three  individuals  named,  to 
4fltermAw  and  award  upon  the  same^  and  Judgmcfnt  to  be  entered  upon  mdk 
award  and  deUrminaUon,  And  the  suirogaie  approving  of  the  persons  seleeled 
as  proper  persons  to  whom  to  suJbmii  the  said  claims  and  demands,  and  an  or- 
der entered,  referring  the  matters  in  controversy  to  said  persons  to  hear,  deter- 
mine and  award  the  same — ^^e  administrator  throughout  the  prooeedings  ooca- 
pying  tke  position  of  pkumtif.    , 

BM,  that  whatever  might  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties  the  proeeediagi 
were  not  in  form  or  in  substance  a  reference  under  the  statute  as  to  daimg 
against  deceased  persons,  and  that  there  was  no  legal  authority  for  including 
the  plaintiff's  coets  or  di^iunemefds  in  the  judgment  entered  upon  the  award 
of  the  persons  named  as  referees 

R  mms  that  daims  or  counter  daims  of  this  kind  of  matten  of  aooomt  and  of 
tort)  are  not  proper  subjects  of  reference  under  the  statute^  and  if  inserted  in 
the  ag^reement  to  refer,  they  convert  the  proceeding  into  an  arbitaaiion.  The 
statute  undoubtedly  has  reference  to  any  matters  of  account  or  causes  of  action 
arising  on  contract    They  must  be  such  as  are  subject  to  ofEtot 

These  prooeedings  of  reference  of  claims  against  executors  and  administrators  un- 
der the  statute  are  not  an  ordinaiy  action  in  the  oommon  and  accepted  sense  of 
that  term. 

The  plaintiff  could  not  be  allowed  cosla  on  the  judgment  in  such  prooeedings,  un- 
less it  was  an  ordinary  adion  tjit  a  reference  under  the  statute,  or  an  ar&tfrtitioA 
under  an  agresmeot  expressly  authorizing  costs,  which  was  not  contained  in 
this  submission.    Judgment  as  to  costs  set  aside. 
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Albany  Special  Term,  July,  1858. 

MonoN  to  set  aside  judgment. 

The  parties  entered  into  a  written  agreement  reciting  tliat 
George  0,  Akely,  as  administrator  of  Lorenzo  Akely,  deceased, 
had  as  such  administrator,  a  claim  and  demand  against  James 
Akely,  for  money  lent  and  advanced  by  deceased  to  James 
Akely,  for  $150  and  interest ;  also  for  the  amount  of  a  prom- 
issory note  held  by  deceased  against  said  James  Akely  for 
$150  or  thereabouts  with  interest,  and  claimed  by  the  admin- 
istrator to  have  been  taken  by  James  into  his  possession  and 
refused  to  be  delivered  up.  Also  for  the  value  of  two  trunks, 
with  their  contents  of  clothing  and  wearing  apparel,  belonging 
to  deceased,  which  the  said  James  took  into  his  possession  and 
refused  to  deliver  up  to  the  administrator ;  also  for  the  value 
of  clothing  and  wearing  apparel,  watch  and  other  property  of 
said  deceased,  which  said  James  took  into  his  possession  and 
•refused  to  deliver  up ;  also  for  the  value  of  a  mare  of  said  de- 
ceased, in  the  keeping  of  said  James,  and  which  died  through 
his  neglect ;  also  for  the  value  of  a  breeding  mare  and  three 
colts,  had  by  said  James  Akely  of  said  deceased. 

And  further  reciting,  that  James  Akely  had  presented  to 
said  administrator  a  claim  and  demand  against  the  estate  of 
Lorenzo  Akely,  deceased,  for  board  and  washing,  mending 
and  making  clothes  for  said  Lorenzo ;  money  lent  and  paid  for 
funeral  expenses,  money  had  and  received  by  deceased  to  and 
for  the  use  of  said  James,  being  the  amount  of  a  promissory 
note  and  interest  against  John  Akely,  collected  or  retained  by 
said  Lorenzo,  and  not  accounted  for  by  him ;  horse  keeping 
for  four  years  and  three  months,  horse  keeping  and  services  of 
a  horse,  work,  labor  and  services,  use  of  horses,  wagons  and 
sleighs. 

And  reciting  further,  that  the  said  Geoige  as  such  adminis- 
trator, doubted  the  justice  of  the  said  claim  and  demand  of  said 
James,  and  refused  to  allow  the  same,  and  that  said  James 
doubted  the  justice  of  the  claim  and  demand  aforesaid,  which 
the  said  George  as  such  administrator,  presented  against  him, 
and  refused  to  allow  the  same. 
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And  concluding  as  follows :  "  Now,  therefore,  the  parties  to 
this  instrument,  hereby  agree  to  submit  the  matters  in  differ* 
ence .  above  set  forth  and  recited,  to  Darius  Winans,  James 
Slosson  and  Thomas  Burroughs,  to  hear,  determine  and  award 
upon  the  same  and  eyerj  part  thereof,  und^r  the  direction  and 
sanction  of  the  county  judge  of  the  oouotj  of  Greene,  pursuani 
to  taw.  and  judgment  to  be  entered  upon  said  atvard  and  deter- 
mination, pursuant  to  law,  in  the  supreme  court.  In  witness 
whereof  the  parties  to  these  presents  have  hereunto  set  their 
hands  and  seals,  this  20th  day  of  October,  A.D.  1856. 

(Signed,)  "George  C.  Azely,  [l.s.] 

"Jahes  Akely.  [l«8-] 

^  Sealed  and  delivered  in  presence  o^ 

"D.  K  Olket." 

To  this  agreement  was  appended  the  approval  of  the  surro- 
gate as  follows:  "I  approve  of  the  within  named  Darius 
Winans,  Thomas  Burroughs,  James  Slosson,  as  suitable  and 
proper  persons  to  whom  to  submit  the  within  claims  and  de- 
mands.   Dated  October  20th,  1856. 

*'P.  James  Fitch,  SurrogateJ* 

Thereupon  the  said  agreement  and  approval  were  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  of  Greene,  and  a  rule  en* 
tered  by  the  attorney  of  the  administrator,  with  this  titlCi 
"  Supreme  court,  Greene  county,  George  C.  Akely,  adminis- 
trator, &c.,  of  Lorenzo  Akely  deceased,  agaiost  James  Akely,^ 
reciting  the  substance  of  the  aforesaid  agreement  and  approval, 
and  concluding  as  follows :  "  Now,  therefore,  it  is  ordered  that 
said  matters  embraced  in  said  agreement  be,  and  the  same 
hereby  are  referred  to  Darius  Winans,  James  Slosson  and 
Thomas  Burroughs,  to  hear,  determine  and  auxxrd  the  same. 
Dated  January  6, 1857.    J.  A.  Cooke,  C&rA." 

James  Akely  subsequently  appeared  in  the  suit  by  attor- 
neys, who  gave  notice  of  appearance  as  defendant's  attorneys. 
And  the  attorney  of  the  administrator  served  papers  upon  them, 
describing  himself  as  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  the  same  title  of 
tiie  cause  and  the  same  designation  of  attorneys  are  continued 
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on  both  sides  througli  all  the  subsequent  proceedings.  The 
referees  after  having  heard  the  cause,  reported  that  there  was 
due  "  from  the  said  defendant  (James  Akely)  to  the  plaintiff 
(Geoi^e  Akely)  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  thirtj-nine  dollars 
and  eighty  cents.'' 

The  attorney  of  the  administrator,  thereupon  taxed  as  to 
the  "  prevailing  party,"  under  section  817  of  the  Code,  the 
referees'  fees  and  the  disbursements  as  costs  in  his  favor,  to  the 
amount  of  $53.90,  and  entered  judgment  for  $98.70,  being  the 
amount  of  said  damages  and  costs.  The  defendant's  attorney 
claiming  that  the  whole  proceeding  amounted  to  nothing  more 
than  an  arbitration,  was  not  intended  as  a  reference  of  a  claim 
against  a  deceased  person  under  the  provisions  of  the  Kevised 
Statutes,  or  if  so,  was  an  unsuccessful  and  abortive  attempt  to 
accomplish  such  a  reference,  moves  to  set  aside  the  judgment 
of  $98.70,  or  so  much  thereof  as  relates  to  costs.  The  papers 
show  the  proceedings  upon  the  trial,  but  they  are  not  material 
on  this  motion. 

D.  K.  Olnet,  opposed. 

HoGEBOOM,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  include 
costs  iu  the  judgment,  unless  this  is  an  ordinary  action  or  a 
reference  under  the  statute  authorising  references  of  claims 
against  the  estates  of  deceased  persons.  (2  R,  S.  88,  89.)  In 
some  cases  it  is  true,  costs  follow  the  decisions  of  arbitrators, 
but  that  is  only  where  the  imposition  of  costs  is  expressly  au- 
thorized by  the  agreement  to  submit  to  arbitration,  or  where 
the  arbitrators  under  an  authority  impliedly  conferred  upon 
them  by  the  terms  of  the  submission,  expressly  award  such 
costs.  {See  Nichols  agt  Bens.  Co.  Ins.  Cb'y.,  22  Wend.  125; 
ifaUer  of  Vanderveer,  4  Den.  249.) 

In  this  case  no  such  thing  has  occurred.  The  referees  or 
arbitrators  (by  whichever  name  they  should  properly  be  desig- 
nated) have  not  awarded  the  costs  or  expenses  of  the  arbitra* 
Hon  in  favor  of  or  against  either  party.    Nor  does  the  agree- 
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ment  to  submit,  provide  for  an  award  of  costs  against  either 
party.  It  provides  for  an  award  "  pursuant  to  law,"  and  for 
"  judgment  to  be  entered  upon  said  award  and  determination, 
pursuant  to  law,  in  the  supreme  court."  This  does  not  neces- 
sarily imply  an  authority  to  award  costs  as  a  consequence  of 
their  determination  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  controversy, 
in  fevor  of  either  party.  We  are  necessarily,  therefore,  driven 
to  the  inquiry,  whether  this  is  either  a  common  law  or  a  stat- 
utory  action  7  I  think  it  is  neither.  It  is  not  an  ordinary  ac- 
tion, for  there  is  neither  the  ordinary  process  nor  the  ordinary 
pleadings,  by  which  a  suit  is  commenced  or  carried  on.  The 
first  step  in  the  proceedings  is  an  agreement  to  submit  or  refer. 
We  must,  therefore,  turn  our  attention  to  the  point  whether  it 
is  substantially  the  statutory  reference  and  action  authorized 
by  the  statute  before  referred  to.  If  it  be  so,  then  the  prevail- 
ing party  is  entitled  to  tax  as  costs  in  the  action,  the  fees  of 
referees  and  witnesses,  and  the  necessary  disbursements.  {Cbde, 
§  817.)  And  these  are  all  which  he  has  included  in  the  judg- 
ment. If  it  be  not  so,  then  the  costs  have  no  proper  place  in 
the  judgment  roll,  and  should  be  expelled  therefrom.  The 
statute  in  question,  authorizes  a  new  and  peculiar  procedure, 
confers  some  special  rights  and  privileges  upon  both  parties, 
and  in  order  to  entitle  the  parties  to  those  benefits  and  privi- 
leges, should  be  substantially  complied  with  in  all  material 
particulars.  It  contemplates  in  the  first  place,  sl  presentation 
of  the  claim  and  a  dovht  by  the  administrator  of  the  justice 
thereof  This  was  done.  I  see  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the 
claims  presented  by  James  Akely  to  the  administrator,  as  de- 
tailed in  the  agreement,  which  should  forbid  their  reference 
under  this  statute..  But  the  administrator  also  presented 
claims  against  James  Akely.  Assuming  for  the  present  that 
they  were  of  a  nature  to  be  the  subject  of  reference,  I  see 
nothing  in  the  statute  which  forbids  their  being  included  in 
the  reference.  Upon  the  presentation  of  a  claim  to  ^n  admin- 
istrator, (or  executor,)  he  is  authorized  to  require  satisfactory 
vouchers  in  support  thereof;  he  is  also  authorized  to  require 
the  affidavit  of  the  claimant  that  there  are  no  payments  or  off' 
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sets  against  the  same.  If  he  still  doubt  the  jostice  of  the  claim, 
then  he  may  refer.  Refer  what  ?  The  maUer  in  controversy. 
What  is  the  matter  in  controversy?  I  think  the  point  in 
controversy  is,  whether  the  claimant  has  any  just  claim  against 
the  estate,  over  and  above  all  payments  and  offsets.  And  the 
matter  in  controversy  is  the  claim  or  claims  of  the  claimant  on 
the  one  side,  and  the  denial  of  such  claims  and  the  payments 
and  offsets  on  the  other.  The  statute  should  be  construed  lib- 
erally to  effectuate  what  was  the  palpable  object  of  the  legisla- 
ture in  enacting  it,  to  wit :  to  provide  a  cheap,  easy  and  com- 
prehensive mode  of  settling  claims  against  the  estates  of  de- 
ceased persons.  I  think,  therefore,  that  in  these  proceedings 
it  is  allowable  not  only  for  the  executor  to  deny  the  claim  or 
cause  of  action,  but  to  show  payments  thereon  or  ofeets  there- 
to. But  some  of  the  claims  presented  by  the  administrator  and 
included  in  the  agreement  are  obviously  matters  not  arising  on 
contract,  and  are  stated  in  the  agreement  in  a  form  suitable  for 
a  recovery  (if  an  action  had  been  brought  thereon)  for  a  wrong 
or  tort,  and  not  in  a  form  adapted  to  their  recovery  as  in  an 
action  ex  contraclu,  waiving  the  tort  The  question  arises 
whether  claims  of  this  character  are  proper  subjects  of  such  a 
statutory  reference,  and  whether  if  inserted  in  the  agreement 
to  refer,  they  convert  the  proceeding  into  an  arbitration?  I 
am  inclined  to  think  they  do.  Evidently  the  claimant  would 
not  have  been  compelled  to  allow  any  such  counter  claims  to 
come  in.  They  are  not  referable  as  matters  of  account,  nor  are 
ihey  payments  or  ofl&ets  within  the  statute  above  referred  to. 
In  an  ordinary  action  instituted  in  the  usual  way,  a  reference 
of  such  claims  would  convert  the  proceeding  into  an  arbitra- 
tion. Judgment  might  be  entered  upon  it,  if  provided  jfor  by 
the  terms  of  submission.  But  that  would  be  the  end  of  it. 
The  court  would  not  entertain  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict upon  the  evidence  or  upon  exceptions  to  the  ruling  of  the 
referees.  {Silmser  agt.  RedfieJd^  19  Wend.  21  ]  Beardsley  agt 
Dygeri^  8  Den.  880.)  They  would,  however,  vacate  the  judg- 
ment if  not  entered  in  conformity  with  the  stipulation  or  agree- 
ment to  submit    {Dederich  agt  Richley^  19  Wend.  lOa)    I 
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doubt  whether  under  the  statute  in  question,  auj  matters  are 
referable,  except  matters  of  account  or  causes  of  action  arising 
on  contract.  They  must  be  such  as  are  subject  to  offset  And 
mutuality  would  require  that  the  demands  of  the  administra< 
tor  should  be  of  a  similar  or  kindred  character  to  those  of  the 
claimant.  I  am  aware  that  the  Code  (section  270)  authorizes 
a  reference  of  any  of  the  issues  in  an  action.  But  this  is  not 
an  action  in  the  ordinary  and  accepted  sense  of  the  term,  and 
as  the  provision  last  mentioned  is  in  derogation  of  the  common 
law  rule,  it  must  be  strictly  construed. 

Waiving,  however,  any  absolute  decision  of  this  point,  there 
are  other  aspects  of  the  case  which  deserve  attention.  The 
parties  in  the  agreement  have  by  no  means  confined  them- 
selves to  the  language  of  the  statute,  or  to  language  appro- 
priate to  a  reference,  but  have  employed  terms,  both  in  the 
agreement  and  the  rule,  ordinarily  employed  in  submissions  to 
arbitration,  and  expressive  of  an  intent  to  arbitrate.  Thus 
they  agree  to  submit  the  matters  in  controversy  to  certain  per- 
sons to  determine  and  award  upon  the  same,  and  judgment  is 
to  be  entered  upon  such  award  and  determination.  The  surro- 
gate approves  of  the  persons  selected  as  proper  persons  to 
whom  to  submit  the  said  claims  and  demands^  and  the  rule  re- 
fers the  matters  in  controversy  to  said  persons  to  hear,  deter- 
mine and  award  the  same.  This  language  is  more  appropriate 
to  a  submission  to  arbitration  than  to  a  reference,  and  would, 
I  think,  be  decisive  of  the  intent  of  the  parties,  were  it  not  that 
in  other  respects  as  to  the  form  of  procedure,  (except  in  a  sin- 
gle particular,)  they  have  adopted  the  machinery  appropriate 
to  the  statutory  reference  in  question.  That  exception  we  will 
now  consider.  Throughout  these  proceedings,  the  administra- 
tor occupies  the  position  of  plaintiff.  He  is  not  oiAy  first  men- 
tioned in  the  agreement  as  apparently  the  leading  and  moving 
party,  but  is  expressly  made  plaintiff  by  the  administrator's 
attorney  in  the  rule  of  reference  or  submission,  described  as 
such  afterwards  in  all  the  subsequent  proceedings,  including 
ihe  referees'  report  and  the  final  jvdgment^  and  recognized  as 
8uch  by  the  attorneys  of  both  parties.    Now  the  statute  cer- 
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tainlj  never  contemplated  that  this  should  be  done,  and  it  is 
the  first  instance  tluit  has  ever  fiillen  under  my  observation, 
where  it  has  been  done.  The  statute  (2  R  S.  88,  89,  90) 
treats  the  claimant  as  the  octor^  speaks  of  a  claim  presented 
against  the  estate,  of  the  absence  of  any  offsets  thereto,  autho- 
rizes the  court  to  adjudge  costs  as  in  actions  against  executors, 
requires  a  suit  to  be  brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  claim,  if 
disputed  or  rejected  and  not  referred,  within  six  months  there- 
after, and  provides  that  in  such  suits  no  costs  shall  be  recov- 
ered against  the  defendants,  nor  in  other  actions  at  law  against 
executors,  except  in  certain  specified  cases,  nor  is  the  objection 
one  of  mere  form.  It  is  a  question  oipower^  and  the  prescribed 
routine  must  be  substantially  followed.  It  is  an  iunovation 
upon  the  ordinary  practice,  and  little  or  nothing  should  be 
taken  by  implication.  Had  an  ordinary  action  been  brought, 
the  plaintiff  recovering  less  than  $50,  would  not  have  recov- 
ered costs,  and  costs  are  given  in  these  cases  conducted  accord* 
ing  to  the  statutory  requirements,  because  the  claimant  is  not 
authorized  to  prosecute  administrators  or  executors  in  a  j  ustice's 
court 

I  am,  on  the  whole,  of  opinion  that  whatever  may  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  these  proceedings  are  not  in  form 
or  in  substance  a  reference  under  the  statute  as  to  claims 
against  deceased  persons ;  that  there  was  no  legal  authority  for 
including  the  plaintiff's  costs  or  disbursements  in  the  judgment 
entered,  and  that  to  that  extent  the  judgment  must  be  set  aside 
with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
George  Logak  and  others  agt  Jahes  Brooks  and  others. 

Where  the  parties  mutuallj  stipalated  that  the  plaintUBi  and  defendant!  mi|^t  be 
Qxamined  on  their  own  behalf  respectivelj,  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  one 
of  the  defendants  on  the  taxation  of  costs^  made  affidavit  that  he  wonld  not 
have  attended  the  trial  but  for  soch  stipuli(Uon|  and  did  so  to  answer  the  testi- 
mony of  the  plain  tier ; 

Bddf  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  fea  as  a  im'lnew,  although  he  employed 
ooonse]  at  the  cirouit  to  try  the  canse,  and  was  not  himself  subpoenaed. 

The  wisdom  of  the  Code  in  allowing  a  party  to  swear  to  the  cause  of  action  or  de- 
fence in  hia  own  behalf;  ought  not  to  be  iaisifled  by  rejecting  his  affidamt  thai 
he  attended  the  trial  as  a  witness. 

MonLgomery  Special  Term,  January,  1859. 

Motion  for  re-adjustment  of  costs. 

Upon  the  adjustment  of  costs  in  this  action,  the  clerk  al- 
lowed the  defendants  (under  plaintiffs'  objection)  the  sum  of 
$35.90  for  the  fees  and  attendance  of  the  defendant  Kimmel, 
as  a  witness  in  behalf  of  the  defendants. 

One  of  the  plaintiffs  was  examined.  The  parties  had  mu- 
tually stipulated  that  plainiiffs  and  defendants  might  be  ex- 
amined on  their  own  behalf  respectively.  The  defendant 
Kimmel  made  affidavit  that  he  would  not  have  attended  but 
for  this  slijmlation,  and  did  so  to  answer  the  plaintiff's  testi- 
mony, but  he  did  not  bring  his  attorney  from  New- York  with 
him,  but  employed  counsel  at  the  Montgomery  circuit  to  try 
his  cause,  and  was  not  subpoenaed. 

"  We  agree  that  Judge  Kosekrans  may  decide  upon  the 
within  statement  whether  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  the 
disbursements  charged  for  the  fees  of  the  defendant  Kimmel, 
and  that  his  decision  thereon  be  entered  as  of  a  special  term  of 
his  court,  January  17th,  1859. 

"  James  L.  Phelps,  Jr,  defendants^  attorney. 
"H.  Sacia,  plaintiffs^  attorney.^ 
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BosEEBANS,  Justice.  The  defendant  was  a  witness  for  him- 
self. The  statute  allows  a  party  who  is  successful  in  the  suit 
the  fees  of  his  witnesses.  The  letter  of  the  statute  justifies  tho 
allowance,  and  I  can  see  nothing  in  its  spirit  to  exclude  it. 
This  construction  may  lead  to  abuses,  as  did  the  early  practice 
under  the  statute,  before  parties  could  be  sworn  in  their  own 
behalf.  This  was  corrected  by  requiring  an  affidavit  of  the 
materiality  and  necessity  of  witnesses,  and  under  that  rule, 
when  the  affidavit  was  made,  and  it  was  apparent  that  a  greater 
number  were  subpoenaed  than  was  necessary,  for  the  purpose 
of  enhancing  the  costs,  the  court  and  its  taxing  officers  disal- 
lowed the  charges  for  such  witnesses.  The  reasoning  of  Lprd 
Campbell  in  Howes  agt.  Barker^  (10  E.  L.  &  Eq,  Rep.  4^,) 
and  the  rule  he  established,  seem  to  me  to  be  correct ;  under 
it  all  abuse  may  be  prevented.  If  a  party  can  be  sworn  as  to 
the  cause  o^  action  or  defence,  I  think  he  is  equally  entitled  to 
credit  when  he  makes  an  affidavit  as  to  his  attendance  as  a  wit- 
ness. The  defendant  brought  himself  within  the  rule  of  ffouoea, 
agt.  Barker^  and  had  the  defendant  in  Logan  agt  Thomas,  (11 
Sow.  P.  Rep.  160,)  presented  to  the  taxing  officer  the  affidavits 
read  on  the  appeal  from  the  taxation,  I  think  Mr.  Justice 
BowEN  would  have  adopted  the  same  rule.  The  question  is 
one  which  should  be  definitely  settled  by  general  rule  of  the 
court  or  at  general  term,  and  for  that  purpose,  I  shall  hold  that 
the  adjustment  by  the  clerk  is  correct.  There  is  a  clear  dis- 
tinction between  the  cases  arising  under  the  Code  and  that  in 
6  Paige  Rqp4 170.     I  have  not  access  to  8  AhboiCs  Reports. 

The  motion  for  re-adjustment  is  denied. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

William  Gere  and  John  N.  Proctor  agt  Bradford  Dib- 
ble, Mary  Vosburgh  and  Edwin  Porter,  Receiver. 

A  creditor's  suit  can  be  maintained  by  judgment  creditors  on  their  own  account 
and  for  their  exclusive  benefit,  after  a  receiver  of  the  debtor's  proper^  in  sup* 
plementaiy  proceedings  has  been  appointed,  to  set  aside  ds  fraudulent  and  de- 
clare Yoid  a  mortgage  previouslj  given  hy  the  judgment  debtor  upon  his  real 
estate,  and  to  secure  tlie  proceeds  of  the  debtor's  property  to  the  satisfaction  of 
their  judgments,  where  their  judgments  were  recovered  and  became  a  lien  on 
such  real  estate  of  the  debtor  |iru>r  to  the  appointment  of  the  receiver. 

And  further,  the  plaintilfii  have  a  right  to  take  the  position,  and  to  mahitain  the 
action  upon  the  ground  that  the  receiver  will  not,  or  neglects  to  act  m  the  prem- 
ises ;  and  the  receiver  is  properly  made  a  party  defendant  in  such  an  action. 

^  ucfM  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  mamtain  such  an  action  where  afi  their  judge- 
ments were  recovered  against  the  debtor  and  docketed  after  the  property  had 
passed  into  the  receiver's  hands. 

JErie  General  Term,  November^  J858. 

Grover,  p.  t/"..  Green,  Marvin  and  Davies,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  order  of  special  term,  overruling  demurrer  to 
complaint. 

It  appears  from  the  complaint,  that  the  defendant  Dibbley  on 
the  second  day  of  January,  1856,  was  seized  and  possessed  of 
certain  premises  described ;  that  on  that  day  he  mortgaged  the 
premises  to  the  defendant  Mary  Yosburgb,  for  the  considera* 
tion  as  stated  in  the  mortgage,  of  $557,  to  be  paid  at  the  ex* 
piration  of  ten  years.    The  mortgage  was  recorded. 

December  15th,  1856,  the  plaintiffs  recovered  a  judgment  of 
$145.58  in  the  supreine  court  against  Dibble.  Execution  was 
issued  and  returned  unsatisfied.  November  21st,  1856,  one 
Brown  recovered  a  judgment  against  Dibble,  for  $125.85,  in 
the  supreme  court  Execution  was  issued  and  returned  un- 
satisfied. Brown,  January  9th,  1858,  assigned  the  judgment 
to  the  plaintiffs.  December  26th,  1856,  one  Wilder  recov- 
ered a  judgment  for  $81.75  against  Dibble.    Execution  and 
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then  assignment  to  plaintiff.  It  is  alleged  that  Dibble  in 
1854,  gave  to  Mrs.  Vosburgh,  his  mother-in-law,  $600 ;  that  at 
that  time  Dibble  was  largely  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  and 
other  persons,  and  liable  for  a  large  amount,  to  wit :  $800,  and 
was  in  embarrassed  circumstances.  The  complaint  contains 
allegations  tending  to  show  that  the  gift;  of  $600  and  the  mort- 
gage was  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  creditors,  &c.,  and  charges 
that  the  mortgage  was  colorable,  &c.,  &c. 

It  is  alleged,  that  on  or  about  December  15th,  1856,  the 
said  Brown  commenced  supplementary  proceedings  before  the 
county  judge  against  Dibble,  and  that  the  defendant  Porter,  on 
the  23d  of  December,  1856,  was  duly  appointed  receiver,  &c. 
Porter  accepted  the  trust,  gave  security,  &c. ;  that  Porter  has 
neglected  to  institute  or  prosecute  any  proceedings  for  the  re- 
moval or  discharge  of  the  mortgage,  or  to  secure  the  applica- 
tion of  Dibble's  propertj'-,  or  any  part  of  it,  to  the  payment  of 
the  plaintiffs'  demands,  or  any  of  them. 

The  relief  they  ask  is,  that  the  mortgage  be  adjudged  frau- 
dulent and  void  as  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  it  be  cancelled 
and  discharged  of  record ;  that  the  receiver  be  directed  to  sell 
the  premises  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  or  a  suffi- 
cient part  thereof,  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiiEs'  claims  on 
the  judgment,  &c. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint  on  the  grounds : 

First.  That  the  plaintiffs  have  not  legal  authority  to  sue 
or  bring  the  action  against  the  defendants.         , 

Second.  That  several  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly 
united. 

Third.  A  defect  of  parties  plaintiff.  That  Porter  should 
not  have  been  made  defendant,  but  should  have  been  sole 
plaintiff  as  receiver. 

Fourth.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants. 

Judgment  upon  the  demurrer  was  given  to  the  plaintife, 
with  leave  to  answer,  &c.,  and  the  defendants  appealed  to  the 
general  term. 
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Bessac  &  BvJjJjABD,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
TucKEB  &  HoiAiEB/for  defendants. 

By  the  court — ^MARVrN",  Justice.  Assuming  as  we  must^ 
that  the  mortga^  executed  by  Dibble  to  Mrs.  Vosburgh,  was 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  creditors  of  Dibble,  it  follows 
that  the  judgment  of  $125.86  in  favor  ol  Brown,  recovered 
March  24th,  1856,  and  the  judgment  of  $145.58  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiffi,  recovered  December  15th,  1856,  were  liens  upon 
the  land  mortgaged. 

They  were  recovered  and  docketed  before  the  receiver  was 
appointed.  He  therefore  became  seized  of  the  land  as  receiver 
subject  to  the  lien  of  these  judgments.  Porter  was  appointed 
receiver  December  23d,  1856,  and  the  judgment  in  fevor  of 
Wilder  was  recovered  and  docketed  December  26th,  1856. 
The  plaintiffs  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  were  the 
owners  of  all  these  judgments.  They  had  become  the  owneis 
of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Brown,  upon  which  the  proceed- 
ings had  been  had,  resulting  in  the  appointment  of  the  defend- 
ant Porter,  as  receiver. 

It  was  insisted  upon  the  argument  by  the  defendants'  coun- 
sel, that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  maintain  this  action ;  that  it 
could  only  be  brought  and  maintained  by  Porter  the  receiver, 
and  Wikon  agt.  Allen^  (6  Barb.  542,)  and  Porter  agt  Wilhams^ 
(5  &ld.  148,)  were  cited.  A  manuscript  opinion  of  Judge  Gar- 
diner, as  a  referee  in  JSich  agt  Mardey  and  others^  has  also  been 
furnished  since  the  argument.  These  cases  are  not  in  point. 
In  the  first  case,  it  was  decided  that  a  receiver  appointed  in  a 
creditor's  suit  can  maintain  an  action  of  trover  for  the  property 
belonging  to  the  defendants  in  the  creditor's  bill,  without  show- 
ing an  assignment  executed  by  all  such  defendants. 

In  Porter  agt.  WUUams^  the  receiver  was  appointed  in  sup- 
plemental proceedings  under  the  Code,  and  he  brought  the 
action  to  set  aside  an  assignment  as  fraudulent,  made  by  the 
debtors,  and  it  was  held  by  the  court  of  appeals,  that  the  re- 
ceiver could  maintain  the  action.    It  was  not  decided  that  a 
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judgment  creditor  could  not  maintain  tbe  action  after  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  receiver. 

In  the  case  decided  by  Jiidge  Gardiner  as  referee,  the  ac- 
tion was  by  a  judgment  creditor,  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
aside  a  fraudulent  mortgage  executed  by  the  debtor  prior  to 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  Prior  to  the  recovery  of  the 
judgment^  a.  receiver  of  the  property  of  the  debtor  had  been 
appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings  under  the  Code,  at 
the  instance  of  another  creditor,  and  it  was  held  by  the  learned 
referee,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  the  action.  It 
has  been  decided  that  a  receiver  appointed  in  supplemental 
proceedings,  is  at  once  seized  of  the  real  as  well  as  personal 
property  of  the  debtor.  This  being  so,  it  was  clear  in  JRich 
agt.  Manley,  that  the  plaintiff  never  had  any  lien  upon  the  land 
which  his  debtor  had  mortgaged,  as  the  title  passed  to  the  re- 
ceiver before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  Not  so  in  the 
present  case.  Here  two  of  the  judgments  were  liens,  and  the 
receiver  took  the  land  subject  to  such  liens.  The  plaintiff 
could  have  sold  the  land  upon  executions,  and  if  not  redeemed, 
could  bring  ejectment,  and  thus  contest  the  validity  of  the 
mortgage ;  and  I  may  suggest,  that  such  it  seems  to  ibe,  would 
have  been  the  preferable  course.  But  the  remedy  by  action  in 
the  nature  of  a  creditor's  suit,  still  exists  as  I  suppose,  and  as 
seems  to  be  generally  understood. 

Assuming  that  the  receiver  Porter,  could  have  brought  the 
action  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  the  mortgage,  it  would  not 
follow  that  the  plaintiffs  may  not  maintain  the  action  for  the 
same  purpose,  on  their  own  account  and  for  their  exclusive 
benefit,  to  the  extent  of  the  judgments  that  were  liens,  when 
the  receiver  was  appointed.  The  plaintiffisi  have  made  the  re- 
ceiver a  party  defendant,  and  this,  I  think,  was  proper.  He  has, 
in  his  character  of  receiver  and  trustee,  an  interest  The  title 
to  the  land  is  in  him  subject  to  the  liens  of  the  judgment,  and 
whatever  of  the  avails  of  a  sale  of  the  land  shall  remain  after 
satisfying  the  judgments  that  were  liens,  will  go  to  him  as  such 
receiver.  It  seems  to  me  that  he  is  a  proper  party  defendant, 
without  reference  to  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  that  he 
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had  neglected  to  institute  orproaecute  any  proceedings  for  the 
removal  or  discharge  of  the  mortgage,  or  to  secure  the  appli- 
cation of  the  dehtor's  property  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiflfe* 
demands.  The  plaintiflS,  however,  do  complain  of  the  neglect 
of  the  receiver ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  they  have  a  right  to 
take  this  position,  and  to  maintain  this  action  upon  the  ground 
that  the  receiver  will  not  act  in  the  premises.  Whatever  view 
we  take  of  the  case,  I  think  the  plaintiflEs  are  properly  in  court, 
and  that  all  the  defendants  were  properly  made  parties  to  the 
action.  I  do  not  think  it  material  to  inquire  whether  the 
plaintiff,  if  they  establish  their  case  as  made  in  the  complaint, 
will  be  entitled  to  a  judgment  in  the  form  denianded.  There 
is  no  improper  union  of  different  causes  of  action.  There  is 
but  ono  cause  of  action.  There  were  three  judgments  owned 
by  the  plaintiffs.  One  of  them  docketed  after  the  receiver  was 
appointed,  would  not  alone,  according  to  the  decision  of  Judge 
Gardiner  in  Rick  agt  Manley^  have  authorized  the  plaintiffe 
to  sue,  but  the  other  judgments  give  them  the  right  to  come 
into  court  notwithstanding  the  appointment  of  the  receiver. 
The  order  or  judgment  appealed  from,  should  be  aflSrmed. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS 


Lemuel  Arnold,  Jr.,  Bespondent  agt.  Jakes  H.  Bees, 

Appellant 

The  legislature  has  authoritj  to  confer  jnrisdictiou  on  the  oowUy  eourU  in  suits  for 
the /orecZMnre  of  mortgagee  upon  lands  in  the  county,  and  the  sale  of  mort- 
gaged premises  therein.  And  the  exerciao  of  such  jurisdiction  by  the  county 
courts  is  oofutUiUionai  and  valid.  {This  decision  reverses  Ihat  of  fhs  general  term 
of  Vie  supreme  court  in  (he  second  district^  in  (his  case,  and  overrules  (he  decision 
of  (he  same  general  term  in  the  case  of  EaU  agt  Nelson^  (23  Baa-b.  88 ;  S,  C,  spe- 
titd  term,  14  Bow.  32.) 

Ok  the  4th  day  of  April,  1856,  Rees  rented  of  W.  K  Ar- 
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nold  four  rooms  in  No.  28  Sackett  street,  Brooklyn,  at  an  an- 
nual rent  of  $125,  payable  monthly*  in  advance.  W.  E. 
Arnold  assigned  and  set  oyer  to  said  Lemuel  Arnold,  junior, 
the  agreement  of  said  Bees  for  hiring  said  premises. 

This  action  is  commenced  for  six  months'  rent  against  said 


The  answer  sets  up  that  the  premises  No.  28  Sackett  street, 
were  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  Cornelius  D.  Blake,  dated  July 
1st,  1853,  and  which  was  under  foreclosure  in  the  county  court 
of  Kings  county,  at  the  time  Bees  made  said  agreement  of  hir- 
ing, the  pendency  of  action  in  which  was  £Qed  at  the  date  of 
said  hiring,  and  judgment  of  foreclosure  and  sale  was  entered 
on  the  8d  of  March,  1856,  before  the  county  judge,  and  the 
premises  were  sold  pursuant  to  said  judgment  on  the  20th  day 
of  May,  1866,  and  deeded  to  Anson  Blake  on  the  2Sd  day  of 
May,  1856,  and  that  Bees  thereuponattorned  to  and  acknowl- 
edged said  Blake  as  the  owner  of  said  property,  and  entitled 
to  the  rent,  and  paid  him  accordingly,  and  denies  that  he  owes 
the  plaintiff  rent  for  said  premises.  The  plaintiff  demurred  to 
the  answer,  alleging  that  the  county  court  of  Kings  county  had 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  all 
subsequent  proceedings,  were  null  and  void,  and  that  the  attorn- 
ment of  Bees  to  Anson  Blake,  was  void  and  of  no  effect 

In  October,  1856,  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court, 
second  district,  decided  by  a  majority  judgment,  that  so  much 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure  which  confers  upon  county  courts 
jurisdiction  of  suits  for  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages,  was  un- 
constitutional and  void.     (23  Barb.  88.) 

The  demurrer  came  on  for  argument  before  Justice  Brown, 
on  the  9th  day  of  February,  1858,  who  gave  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer,  with  costs,  in  accordance  with 
said  decision. 

The  general  term  affirmed  said  judgment  with  costs. 

Judgment  was  therefore  entered  for  damages  and  costs^  and 
Bees  appeals  therefirom  to  this  court: 
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Andrbw  Thompson,  for  appellant 

First  The  14tli  section  of  article  6  of  the  constitution,  ca- 
tablished  a  county  court  with  such  jurisdiction  in  special  cases 
as  the  legislature  might  prescribe,  but  having  no  original  jur- 
isdiction except  in  such  special  cases;  and  that  the  legislature 
might  confer  equity  jurisdiction  in  special  cases  upon  the 
county  judge. 

The  legislature  by  the  80th  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  page 
828  otLaws  of  184:7,  Vol  ij  conferred  upon  the  county  court 
a  limited  common  law  jurisdiction. 

By  the  81st  section  of  the  same  act,  they  conferred  upon  the 
county  courts  equity  jurisdiction  in  six  cases,  and  which  are 
part  of  the  special  cases  in  equity  particularly  mentioned  in 
JBarbour*8  Chancery  Practice,  and  composing  his  6ih  book.  Vol 
I,  page  5  of  the  Pre/ace,  Vol  II,  pages  147  to  819,. 

In  5th  Barbour,  169,  Judges  Cadt  and  Willard,  passed 
upon  the  30th  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  and  decided  that  the 
legislature  had  power  to  prescribe  in  what  special  cases  the 
county  court  should  have  common  law  jurisdiction,  and  held 
that  the  SOth  section  of  the  judiciary  act  was  constitutionaL 

In  2d  Keman,  593,  this  court  decided  that  said  80th  section 
conferring  jurisdiction  on  the  county  court  in  actions  of  as- 
sault and  battery,  was  unconstitutional.  Two  opinions  were 
given. 

Judge  Gardiner  considered  that  the  legislature  could  con- 
fer original  civil  jurisdiction  upon  the  county  courts  in  special 
cases  existing  at  the  ratification  of  the  constitution,  or  which 
might  ihereafler  arise,  and  that  the  8th  chapter,  8d  part  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  contained  many  of  the  designated  special 
cases,  which  existed  at  the  ratification  of  the  constitution ;  but 
lie  does  not  refer  to  the  81st  section  of  the  judiciary  act  in  any 
respect 

Judge  Hand  gave  an  opinion  also,  upon  the  SOth  section ; 
but  he  expressly  makes  an  exception  as  to  equity  special  cases, 
{Id.  page  601,)  and  refers  to  Tidd^s  Practice  for  the  meaning  of 
a  special  case  at  law. 

If  the  judge  had  fortunately  taken  up  Barhour^s  Chancery 
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Practice,  he  might  have  declared  the  Slsfc  section  oonstita- 
tional. 

.  Since  the  judiciary  act  we  have  the  Code,  destroying  all 
common  law  and  equity  actions,  and  making  every  case  a  spe- 
cial one ;  so  that  2d  Keman  is  not  really  a  controlling  decision 
in  an  action  arising  under  the  Code,  and  within  the  meaning 
of  Judge  Gardiner,  a  new  family  of  special  cases  have  arisen. 
{Article  1,  9ec.  17,  and  article  6,  sec.  24  of  Oonstitution ;  See  the 
repealing  section  of  the  Code^  468  and  469  ;  16  New-  York  Re- 
ports, 451.) 

The  80th  section  of  the  Code,  subdivision  8,  authorizes  the 
county  courts  to  foreclose  or  satisfy  a  mortgage,  and  sell  the 
^lortgaged  premises. 

Second.  The  power  thus  conferred  is  constitutional,  (aS» 
20  Wend,  881-884 ;  approved  Zd  Keman,  412 ;  1st  Smith,  532.) 
.  The  only. decision  controverting  the  constitutionality  is  2M 
Barbour,  88,  from  which  we  virtually  appeal. 

The  decision  is  erroneous ;  because — 

1st.  It  is  based  upon  2d  Keman,  598,  extending  it  beyond 
the  case  and  to  equity  cases,  which  were  particularly  excluded 
from  the  decision. 

2d.  It  does  not  note  the  manifest  difference  between  com- 
mon law  actions,  jurisdiction  of  which  was  conferred  by  the 
80th  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  on  the  county  courts,  and  the 
total  change  of  law  and  practice  eflTected  by  the  Code. 

The  correctness  of  this  decision  is  denied  by  the  judges  of 
the  first  district,  Benson  agt.  Oromwdl  See  Judge  Mitchell's 
opinion,  given  December,  1867. 

*  Dovhleday  agt.  Heath,  has  lately  been  decided  in  this  court, 
which  decides  that  the  county  court  has  jurisdiction  for  the 
partition  of  i-eal  estate,  and  decides  that  it  is  so,  because  such 
proceedings  were  special  in  their  character,  and  that  there  was 
no  common  law  remedy  for  partition. 

Therefore,  we  are  brought  to  the^conclusion  that  the  court 
below  erred,  in  deciding  that  the  county  court  of  Kings 
county  had  no  jurisdiction  under  the  80th  section  of  the  Code ; 
because — 
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1st  At  the  adoption  of- the  constitution,  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  was  a  special 
case  in  equity. 

2d.  The  repeal  of  the  old  statutes  and  practice  hj  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Code,  made  it  such  a  special  case  as  the.  legislature 
could  direct  to  be  tried  bj  county  courts. 

3d.  That  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  and  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  is  special  in  its  character.  The  first  two  hare 
been  sufficiently  considered.  The  next  will  embrace  the  third 
point 

Third,  The  county  court  had  jurisdiction  to  foreclose  mort- 
gages and  direct  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  by  force  of 
the  decision  of  this  court  in  Doubleday  agt  Heath  ;  because — 

1st  By  the  constitution  of  this  state  of  1777,  the  office  of 
chancellor  is  recognized  as  existing,  but  by  Soth  section,  only 
such  parts  of  the  common  law  of  England,  and  of  the  statute 
law  of  England  and  Great  Britain,  and  of  the  acts  of  the  leg- 
islature of  the  colony  of  New- York,  as  together  did  form  the 
law  of  said  colony  on  the  19th  day  of  April,  1775,  wwe  de- 
clared to  be  and  to  continue  the  law  of  this  state. 

2d.  There  was  no  statute  law  of  England  and  Great  Britain^ 
respecting  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  mortgaged  premises,  on 
the  19th  of  April,  1775. 

The  common  law  held  the  estate  of  the  mortgagee  absolute 
after  condition  hvkoij  and  would  not  allow  redemption.  (1 
Pou>eU  on  Mortgages,  107-8,  edUion  of  1828.) 

Equity  interfered  and  established  the  right  to  redeem,  and 
as  a  consequent,  the  right  of  the  mortgagor  to  foreclose  that 
equity  of  redemption.  (1  Powell  on  Mortgages,  108 ;  1  Id, 
336.) 

And  the  English  mortgages  contained  no  power  of  sale,  and 
the  court  of  chancery  in  England  only  allowed  a  sale  in  six 
cases,  (unless  by  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor,)  and  then  a 
petition  was  filed.  {See  3  Powell  on  Mortgages,  1016 ;  3  id. 
1121 ;  Equity  Draftsman,  166-454.) 

A  power  of  sale  has  been  recently  introduced  in  English 
mortgages.     {See  3  Powell  on  Mortgages,  1123.) 
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And  as  late  as  1825,  the  lord  chancellor  would  not  sanction 
or  give  effect  to  the  power  of  sale  in  the  mortgage.  {See  1 
Powell  on  Mortgages^  9ih  page^  note  1,  and  4  Keni^s  Com.  181 ; 
1  Ves.  &  Beam.  228.) 

8d.  The  supreme  court  was  acknowledged  and  oi^nized  by 
the  colonial  legislature ;  the  bill  as  passed,  gave  equity  juris- 
diction to  the  supreme  court.  The  governor  would  not  con- 
sent to  it,  but  by  ordinance  of  1701,  established  a  court  of 
chancery  vested  in  himself  and  his  council. 

The  assembly  repeatedly  pronounced  the  court  illegally  con- 
stitated,  and  very  little  business  was  done  in  it  previous  to  the  ' 
revolution  or  1775.  (1  SmiMs  History  of  New-York^  jp.  116, 
{Ed.  O/1880,)  370,  158,  175  and  176,  192,  220,  279  and  280, 
282  and  283,  879  to  882 ;  1  Reu.  Laws,  494 ;  court  of  chancery, 
established,  1  Rev.  Laws,  486 ;  see  %%  11,  12,  21,  24.) 

The  case  of  Bergen  agt  Bennett,  i^st  Coined  Cases  in  Error^ 
p.  1,)  shows  that  previous  to  the  year  1775,  it  had  become  cus- 
tomary to  introduce  into  mortgages  clauses  authorizing  a  sale 
by  mortgagees,  and  a  statute  was  passed  in  1775,  confirming 
sales  made  thereunder,  and  by  this  case  such  a  sale  was  sanc- 
tioned, and  this  was  a  case  of  foreclosure  by  advertisement 

The  earliest  act  of  the  legislature  by  which  a  foreclosure 
and  sale  by  the  chancellor  was  recognized,  was  April  1, 1801. 

The  legislature  have  added  to,  modified  and  altered,  pro- 
ceedings respecting  mortgages,  so  that  at  the  time  the  last  con- 
stitution was  framed,  the  court  of  chancery  had  power  to  fore- 
close mortgages  and  sell  mortgaged  premises,  compel  a  deliv* 
ery  of  possession  of  premises  to  the  purchaser,  decree  payment 
of  the  balance  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  to  issue  execution 
therefor ;  thus  embracing  in  one  action  a  foreclosure — a  re- 
demption— a  sale — an  ejectment  and  a  collection  of  the  amount 
due  instead  of  a  suit  on  the  bond,  being  summary  in  all  i\a 
proceedings,  and  a  creature  of  the  statute,  almost  if  not  quite 
entirely.    (2  Beu.  Stat.  191,  178.) 

Chancellor  Kent  states,  that  in  New-Jersey,  there  is  less 
iimovation  upon  the  common  and  statute  law  of  the  land,  aa 
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existed  at  the  period  of  the  reyolution,  than  in  any  other  state. 
(4  Kent  Com.  164  note.) 

Until  a  recent  period,  the  governor  was  still  chancellor,  and 
in  that  state  there  was  no  act  passed  for  the  sale  of  mortgaged 
premises  until  1881.  And  in  that  state  still  an  ejectment  is 
required  to  get  possession,  and  a  suit  on  the  bond  to  recover 
the  deficiency. 

Fourth.  Possibly  a  strict  foreclosure  or  a  strict  redemption 
might  be  copied  after  the  chancery  of  England,  but  with  def- 
erence, there  is  far  less  reason  to  consider  the  foreclosure  and 
sale  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  our  last  con- 
stitution, was  warranted  by  any  common  law  or  chancery  prin- 
ciple in  England,  than  that  partition  cases  were. 

It  is  probable  that  there  were  foreclosures  and  sales  of  mort- 
gaged premises  prior  to  1775  ;  but  they  did  not  arise  from  any 
colonial  statute,  but  from  the  principles  of  equity  depending 
upon  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  individual  case,  and 
the  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  mortgages.  (1  Bhc. 
Gm.  62.) 

While  on  the  other  hand,  there  was  a  colonial  law  estab- 
lished by  the  legislature,  regulating  the  partition  of  lands,  and 
which  was  in  existence  in  1775.  {See  Colonial  Acts  in  Appen- 
dix^ Zd  Vol.  Rev.  J^at.  1st  ed.  lltli  to  21st  pages,  61st  page,  66th 
and  6dth  pages,  and  continued  to  90th  page  ;  Equity  Draftsman^ 
60-649.) 

.  Ist.  A  foreclosure  and  sale  at  the  present  time  is  regulated, 
altered  and  changed  from  a  strict  English  foreclosure  as  mucb 
as  a  partition  of  the  present  day,  was  from  an  English  parti- 
tion, and  is  as  fully  special  in  its  character  as  a  partition  case. 

The  allegations  of  the  parties,  if  made  at  all,  under  the  no- 
tice of  "  no  claim  against  the  defendants,"  are  unlike  those  in 
ordinary  actiona  Everything  is  summary  with  the  view  to 
save  expense  and  delay. 

It  .certainly  may  be  characterized  as  a  special  statutory  pro- 
ceeding, taking  the  place  of  three  or  four  actions,  and  bring- 
ing all  parties  before  the  court,  who  have  or  pretend  to  have, 
any  claim  whatever  to  the  premises. 
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2d.  Although  the  late  case  of  Doubleday  agt.  ITeaih,  and  the 
case  in  2  Kiern.  C98,  were  decided  as  common  law  cases,  yet 
they  are  not  opposed  to  mortgage  foreclosures  and  sales  being 
special  cases,  and  Justice  Hand  admits  that  there  might  be 
special  cases  in  equity,  of  which  county  courts  could  have  jur- 
isdiction. Also,  all  of  the  decision  of  Doubleday  agt.  Heathy 
applies  to  an  equity  special  proceeding  for  partitions,  as  all  dis- 
tinction in  form  is  abolished  by  the  Code,  and  the  court  of 
chancery  by  the  Eevised  Statutes  had  the  same  power  upon 
petition  or  bill'  to  decree  a  partition  or  sale,  as  the  law  courts 
had  upon  petition. 

Ftfih.  If  this  court  should  conclude  that  the  county  court 
did  not  have  jurisdiction,  still  the  court  below  erred  in  sua- 
taining  the  demurrer.    Because — 

1st.  Blake  had  a  regular  deed  which  constituted  him  a  de 
foLcio  owner,  and  Eees  should  not  be  required  to  form  correct 
conclusions  upon  constitutional  questions  at  his  peril,  and  be 
wiser  than  the  legislature,  the  bar,  and  a  large  part  of  the 
bench. 

2d.  The  plaintiff  could,  by  action  for  the  recovery  of  real 
property,  and  damage  for  detention,  have  recovered  his  full 
rent 

Seabury  'Kls&AM^  for  respondent 

First.  Article  VI,  section  3  of  the  Constitution  is  as  follows : 
"  There  shall  be  a  supreme  court  having  general  jurisdiction 
in  law  and  equity." 

Second.  The  section  and  article  of  the  constitution  in  ques- 
tion, conferred  jurisdiction  upon  county  courts,  "  in  cases  aris- 
ing in  justices'  courts,  and  in  special  cases,  as  the  legislature 
may  prescribe,-  but  shall  have  no  original  civil  jurisdiction 
except  in  such  special  cases." 

The  inference  is  clear,  that  this  clause  was  so  adopted  in 
view  of  the  existence  at  that  time  of  more  than  one  class  of 
oases,  viz :  cases  and  special  cases  or  actions,  and  special  pro^ 
oeedings. 

Third.  The  recital  to  the  enacting  clause  of  the  Code,  is  as 


KEW-TORK  PRACnCE  REP0BT8.  4S 

Arnold  agt  Beei. 

follows:  "Whereas,  &c.,  the  present  forms  of  actions  and  plead- 
ings  in  cases  at  common  law  should  be  abolished  and  the  dis* 
tinction  between  legal  and  equitable  remedies  should  no  longer 
continue,  therefore,  be  it  enacted,  4c." 

Section  1  of  the  Code  divides  remedies  in  courts  of  justice 
into, 

1.  Actions. 

2.  Special  proceedings. 

,  Section  2.  An  action  is  described  as  an  ordinary  proceeding 
in  a  court  of  justice,  by  which  a  party  prosecutes  anqther  party  for 
the  enforcement  or  protection  of  a  right,  &c. 

Section  3.  Every  other  remedy  u  a  special  proceeding. 

Fourth,  The  legislature  has  thus,  at  the  very  outset  in  the 
2d  section  of  the  Code,  prescribed  an  ordinary  proceeding  in  a 
court  of  justice  as  an  action.  It  follows  as  a  matter  of  course, 
that  a  foreclosure  of  mortgage  by  an  action  is  not  a  remedy  by 
a  special  proceeding  or  a  special  case,  but  by  the  power  con- 
ferred upon  the  legislature  to  prescribe,  &c.,  the  act  establish- 
ing the  Code  decided  and  prescribed  the  question  the  ver^ 
reverse  of  a  special  case. 

The  answer  at  folio  8  of  the  judgment  roll  admits, 

1st  That  an  action  was  commenced  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage. 

2d.  That  there  were  a  party  plaintiff  and  parties  defendant 

Sd.  That  a  declaration  or  complaint  and  plea  or  answer  was 
put  in. 

4th.  That  notice  of  pendency  of  action  had  been  duly  filed. 

5th.  That  judgment  had  been  duly  entered,  not  an  order  or 
special  decree  as  in  a  special  case. 

Now  this  with  all  the  forin  and  proceeding  of  a  common  law 
action,  cannot  be  a  special  proceeding  or  special  case. 

Fifth,  From  the  pleadings,  as  appears  by  the  judgment  roll, 
the  proceedings  to  foreclose  said  mortgage  was  by  an  ordinary 
proceeding  or  action,  and  not  by  any  special  proceeding  or  in 
a  special  manner,  therefore,  the  respondent  herein  is  entitled 
to  judgment 

Sixth.  By  the  constitution  of  1777  and  of  1821,  the  office  of 
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chancellor  and  the  court  of  chancery  is  recognized  as  existing, 
and  so  also  all  such  parts  of  the  common  law  and  acts  of  the 
l^slature  and  laws  of  this  state  as  was  then,  (1777  and  1821,) 
in  force  was  continued  as  the  law  of  the  state.  {See  consUtur 
tion  0/1821,  article  7,  §  13.) 

There  were  no  statutes  of  this  state  at  the  adoption  of  the 
constitutions  making  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages  in  chancery 
a  special  case  in  equity. 

Nor  any  statutes  before  or  since  conferring  in  express  tenn» 
jurisdiction  of  chancery  in  foreclosure  of  mortgages. 

The  statute  of  March  7th,  1785,  {Laws  of  New  -  York,  Vol  /, 
p,  157,  chap.  27,)  recognizes  a  suit  in  chancery  to  foreclose 
mortgages,  and  as  follows : 

*'  That  if  any  suit  hereafter  to  be  commenced  by  a  mortgagee 
in  a  court  of  equity  against  any  mortgagor,"  &c.  {See  the  Re- 
vised  Statutes  of  1813,  Vol  II,  p,  490,  §§  11  and  21.) 

Since  then,  a  very  few  provisions  have  been  made  by  statute 
as  to  foreclosures,  writ  of  possession  and  execution  for  defi- 
ciencies. 

Seventh,  The  equity  principle  and  practice  in  foreclosures 
have  become  general  equity  or  chancery  principles,  and  are  not 
special  cases  in  equity.  The  court  of  chancery  was  required  to 
have  a  seal,  and  all  writs  and  processes  were  required  to  issue 
under  the  said  seal. 

Special  cases  are  not  thus  commenced  by  an  original  writ 
out  of  a  court  of  equity.  Foreclosure  of  mortgages  by  bill  or 
action  in  chancery  commenced  by  original  writ  and  bill  at  the 
adoption  of  the  constitutions  of  1821  and  1846,  formed  an  or- 
dinary class  of  cases  in  equity,  and  these  equitable  actions  were 
as  frequent  in  recurrence  and  as  uniform  in  proceeding  as  an 
action  or  suit  of  assumpsit,  trespass  or  assault  and  battery. 

Eighth.  The  legislature  has  not  proceeded  to  prescribe  a 
foreclosure  of  mortgage  by  an  action  to  be  a  special  case  in 
equity,  and  unless  it  was  made  so  before  the  adoption  of  the 
present  constitution,  or  made  so  afterwards,  it  is  not  and  can- 
not be  adjudicated  to  be  so,  but  directly  otherwise. 

.  Ifinth.  The  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  28  Barb.  p.  88,. 
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and  the  reasons  there  given,  show  concluaiyely  that  foreclo* 
snres  are  not  the  special  cases  to  which  the  county  court  by 
said  section  and  article  are  limited. 

Tenth,  As  to  partition  cases,  these  are  not  similar.  The  leg- 
islatiure  instituted  in  1813,  summary  proceedings  by  petition  in 
the  matter  of  partition  of  lands,  and  the  same  has  since  been 
amended  and  revised,  and  has  taken  the  form  of  and  been  car- 
ried out  in  a  special  statutory  manner,  and  therefore,  a  special 
proceeding.  It  is  commenced  by  petition,  and  not  by  original 
writ  or  suit,  as  foreclosure  of  mortgages  were.  The  Code  re- 
served and  adopted  these  forms  and  manner  of  petition.  {See 
Code,  §  448.) 

Eleventh,  The  decision  in  the  case  of  Doubleday  agt.  Heathy 
docs  not  bear  against  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the 
case  of  23  Barh.  88,  but  on  the  contrary  the  reasoning  therein 
goes  strongly  to  support  that  dedsion. 

CoMSTOCK,  Judge,  The  constitution  {article  6,  §  14)  pro- 
vides that "  the  county  court  shall  have  such  jurisdiction  in  cases 
arising  in  justices'  courts,  and  in  special  cases,  as  the  legis- 
lature may  prescribe,  but  shall  have  no  original  civil  jurisdic- 
tion except  in  such  special  cases."  Another  clause  in  the  same 
section,  declares  that  "  the  legislature  may  confer  equity  jur- 
isdiction in  special  cases  upon  the  county  judge."  Acting 
upon  these  provisions,  the  legislature  has  attempted  to  confer 
upon  the  county  courts  of  this  state  original  civil  jurisdiction 
in  various  specified  or  enumerated  cases,  embracing  in  the 
number  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  the  sale  of  mortgaged 
premises  situated  Avithin  the  county,  and  the  collection  of  any 
deficiency  remaining  unpaid  after  the  sale.  {Code  of  1852,  §  80.) 
The  question  now  is  upon  the  validity  of  this  exercise  of  leg- 
islative power,  and  our  duty  is  to  determine  in  its  favor,  im- 
less  we  are  plainly  required  by  the  language  of  the  constitution 
to  do  otherwise.  It  is  believed  that  tLc  jurisdiction  thus  con- 
ferred upon  the  county  courts,  has  been  exercised  in  numerous 
cases.    K  we  determine  against  it,  many  titles  will  doubtless 
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be  oyertbrowD,  and  great  m!schiG&  vill  be  likely  to  follow 
from  sucli  decision. 

In  Che  mode  of  interpreting  the  constitntion  adopted  by  those 
who  deny  the  power  which  the  lej^ature  has  thus  attempted 
to  exercise,  the  words  "  special  cases,"  refer  to  an  inherent, 
nnchangeable  distinction  between  the  cases  thus  designated 
and  all  others.  A  distinction  supposed  to  exist  somewhere  in 
the  very  nature  of  legal  controversies,  which  being  recognized 
by  the  fundamental  law  is  altogether  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
legislative  power.  It  manifestly  devolves  upon  those  who 
place  this  reading  upon  the  constitution  to  explain  and  define 
in  some  intelligible  manner,  what  are  and  what  are  not  special 
cases  in  this  essential  nature,  and  according  to  the  distinction  . 
referred  to.  If  this  cannot  be  done,  then  we  are  bonnd  to  in- 
quire whether  the  words  of  the  constitution  do  not  admit  of 
some  other  interpretation,  which  will  uphold  the  jurisdiction 
in  question? 

In  the  case  of  Kundolf  agt  Thalheimerj  (2  Kiem.  593,)  this 
court  decided  that  the  legislature  could  not  confer  upon  the 
county  courts  jurisdiction  in  the  action  for  assault  and  battery. 
In  the  opinion  of  Chief  Judge  Gabdiner,  delivered  in  that 
case,  the  "  special  cases  "  of  the  constitution  are  supposed  to 
refer  to  a  large  class  existing  when  the  constitution  was 
adopted,  many  of  which  he  observed,  would  be  found  in  chap- 
ter 8,  part  8  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  entitled  "  of  proceedings 
in  special  cases."  It  was  sufficient,  he  added,  that  such  a  class 
of  cases  was  distinctly  recognized  in  our  statutes,  and  jthat  there 
was,  therefore,  a  legal  subject  in  esse  to  which  the  language  of 
the  constitution  would  apply.  Resorting  thus  to  the  existing 
statutes  of  the  state  for  a  definition  of  special  cases,  and  assum- 
ing that  the  constitution  referred  to  those  cases  and  others  of 
the  same  kind  created  by  later  statutes,  he  arrived  at  the  con* 
elusion  in  which  the  court  concurred,  that  jurisdiction  in  com- 
mon law  actions,  trespass,  &c.,  could  not  be  given  to  the  county 
court  I  believe  no  other  attempt  has  ever  been  made  to  de- 
fine what  are  special  cases  under  the  interpretation  of  the  con- 
stitution which  we  are  now  considering. 
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We  have  now  since  the  change  in  the  pleadings  and  practice 
00  common  law  actions,  and  on  some  future  occasion,  if  the  ques* 
tion  shall  again  arise,  it  may  be  deemed  advisable  to  inquire 
whether  the  constitution  necessarily  excludes  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  these  courts  over  all  the 
causes  of  action  where  the  appropriate  remedy  was  by  a  com- 
mon law  suit  at  the  time  the  constitution  was  adopted.  In 
some  of  the  present  questions  it  will  be  useful  now  to  look  at 
the  so  called  special  cases  in  the  Eevised  Statutes,  to  which  it 
is  supposed  the  constitution  had  a  particular  reference.  Chap- 
ter 8  is  entitled  "of  proceedings  in  special  cases,"  and  is  di- 
vided into  17  titles.  The  first  of  these  titles  relates  to  suits  by 
poor  persons,  the  second  to  proceedings  by  and  against  infants. 
The  third  embraces  suits  by  and  against  executors  and  admin- 
istrators. The  fourth  relates  to  suits  by  and  against  public 
bodies  and  persons  representing  them,  such  as  supervisors,  com- 
missioners of  loans,  of  common  schools  and  highways,  over- 
seers of  the  poor,  &c.  The  fifth  to  actions  for  penalties,  for- 
feitures, &c*  The  ninth  to  the  action  of  ejectment  for  non- 
payment of  rent.  The  twelfth  to  the  action  of  replevin ;  and 
the  seventeenth  contains  a  variety  of  provisions,  concerning 
suits  and  civil  proceedings  in  general.  Other  titles  in  the  same 
chapter  relate  to  proceedings  peculiar  in  their  nature  and  form, 
such  as  forcible  entries  and  detainer,  admeasurement  of  dower, 
the  draining  of  swamps,  &c.  In  this  enumeration  of  "  special 
cases,"  therefore,  we  find  no  distinction  between  common  law 
actions  and  suits  or  proceedings  of  a  diflferent  character.  Tlae 
poor  person  on  being  allowed  to  prosecute  in  forma  pauperis^ 
would  bring  his  action  at  common  law,  or  he  might  file  his  bill 
in  equity.  Ilis  suit,  so  far  from  being  a  special  case  in  any 
other  sense  than  that  of  being  specially  enumerated  or  made 
the  subject  of  some  particular  provision  of  law,  might  embrace 
any  subject  in  the  whole  range  of  legal  and  equitable  contro- 
versies. So  in  regard  to  suits  by  and  against  infants,  execu- 
tors and  administrators,  public  bodies  and  the  persons  repre- 
senting them.  These  special  cases  were  cases  at  common  law, 
as  much  so  as  the  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  note ;  but  there  was 
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some  provision  of  the  statute  la  relation  to  each  of  them  re- 
quired by  the  condition,  the  age  or  representative  character  of 
the  party.  Ejectment  and  replevin  were  certainly  common 
law  remedies  and  of  a  very  ancient  date,  yet  as  we  see,  they 
were  recognized  as  special  cases  at  the  adoption  of  the  consti- 
tution, because  upon  them  also,  some  special  provisions  of  law 
were  engrafted. 

It  would  seem  impossible,  therefore,  to  hold  that  the  consti- 
tution in  providing  for  jurisdiction  in  special  cases  to  be  pre- 
scribed by  the  legislature,  has  excluded  all  the  remedies  which 
were  prescribed  by  actions  at  common  law.  The  reasoning 
which  pervaded  (I  do  not  say  sustained)  the  decision  in  this 
court,  in  the  assault  and  battery  case  of  Kundolf  Sigt.  ThaUiei' 
fneTy  as  we  have  seen,  does  not  justify  such  a  conclusion.  In- 
deed, if  such  an  interpretation  be  adopted,  then  we  must  hold 
that  the  constitution  limits  the  jurisdiction  to  proceedings  of  a 
summary  and  peculiar  character,  which  are  not  instituted  or 
conducted  in  any  respect  according  to  the  course  of  the  com- 
mon law.  If  this  had  been  the  intention  of  those  who  framed 
and  adopted  the  constitution,  I  think  more  appropriate  and 
precise  language  would  have  been  used.  If  the  design  had 
been  to  exclude  all  subjects  of  controversy  which  admitted  of 
the  usual  and  customary  remedies,  and  to  include  those  only 
where  the  remedy  was  peculiar  and  summary,  no  one  could 
have  been  at  a  loss  for  words  in  which  to  express  that  design. 
There  is  and  always  has  been  a  known  distinction  between 
"  cases  "  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  "proceedings"  of  a  special 
character,  which  do  not  take  the  form  of  an  sfbtion,  but  are  con- 
stituted and  carried  on  in  some  peculiar  and  anomalous  mode. 
It  must  be  conceded,  I  think,  that  the  language  of  the  consti- 
tution was  not  well  chosen,  if  it  was  intended  to  mark  as  the 
subjects  of  jurisdiction  these  proceedings  only.  We  certainly 
ought  to  look  for  far  greater  clearness  and  precision  in  expres- 
sion, before  we  overreach  the  legislative  interpretation,  an  in- 
terpretation which  it  ought  to  be  observed,  was  adopted  at  the 
very  first  session  after  the  constitution  had  been  accepted  by 
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the  people,  and  which  has  been  continued  ever  since  that  time. 
{Latvs  0/1847,  page  328  ;•  Cbdes  0/1848, 1849, 1851,  1852.) 

It  is  quite  certain,- then,  according  to  all  the  definitions  ever 
attempted  of  the  terms  used  in  the  constitution,  that  the  county 
courts  can  take  jurisdiction  of  some  of  the  cases  or  causes  of 
action  which  were  cognizable  at  common  law.  If,  therefore, 
all  such  cases  are  not  excluded,  is  any  one  of  them,  provided 
the  legislature  sees  fit  by  a  special  enactment  to  define  the  case 
and  confer  the  jurisdiction  ?  This  inquiry  I  shall  not  now 
pursue,  because  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  mentioned 
stands  directly  in  the  way  of  such  a  discussion. 

In  a  more  precise  view  of  the  present  question,  the  inquiry 
is,  whether  any  cause  of  controversy  or  suit  in  respect  to  which, 
at  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  there  was  a  remedy  by  bill 
in  equity,  can  now  be  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
county  courts.  Here  we  shall  find  still  greater  difficulties  in 
the  way  of  an  interpretation  which  restricts  the  power  of  the 
legislature.  Those  who  are  able  to  suggest,  if  they  cannot  de* 
fine,  the  distinction  between  general  and  specific  cases  at  law, 
as  depending  on  the  inherent  quality  of  the  cases  themselves, 
must  fail  when  they  attempt  to  do  so  in  respect  to  cases  in 
equity.  No  such  distinction  ever  existed,  nor  does  it  now  ex- 
ist. On  the  contrary,  in  the  sense  of  the  term  special,  now  con- 
sidered, it  qualifies  the  entire  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity. 
The  system  of  equity  jurisdiction  has  arisen  out  of  the  special 
and  particular  exigencies  of  society.  It  was  devised,  it  has 
increased  and  been  matured  through  many  ages,  mainly  to  re- 
lieve and  mitigate  the  rigor  of  the  common  law,  which  through 
the  universality  of  its  principles  and  the  unyielding  nature  of 
its  forms,  failed  to  do  justice  in  special  cases  and  emergencies. 
The  very  judgments  of  courts  of  law,  pronounced  upon  certain 
fixed  rules  of  universal  application,  by  which  those  courts  were 
bound,  were  relieved  against  in  equity,  under  the  peculiar  and 
extraordinary  circujnstances  of  the  particular  case.  The  con- 
ditions of  fiict  under  which  such  relief  would  be  given,  are  of 
great  variety  and  no  attempt  to  reduce  them  to  uniformity  in 
principle  or  in  statement,  could  be  successfully  made.    Who 
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would  hesitate  to  pronounce  such  a  case  special  when  speaking 
of  its  nature  and  quality?  Illustrations  of  cases  in  equity, 
special  in  their  sense  according  to  the  most  accurate  and  pre- 
cise use  of  language,  might  be  given  almost  without  number. 
A  very  obvious  one  may  be  found  in  the  bill  for  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract,  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  lands  where 
the  vendee  has  failed  to  perform  on  his  part  within  the  time  re- 
quired by  his  agreement  Equity  will  still  preserve  his  rights 
and  decree  performance  in  his  &vor,  if  he  can  allege  special 
and  peculiar  &ct8  which  ought  to  relieve  him  from  the  forfei- 
ture—such as  continued  occupation,  valuable  improvements^ 
payments  of  money,  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  vendor, 
&c.  In  legal  as  well  as  popular  phrase,  such  a  case  is  special, 
and  in  its  nature  it  is  eminently  of  that  character.  What  au- 
thority have  we  then  for  saying  that  the  convention  which 
passed,  and  the  people  who  adopted  the  constitution,  in  confer- 
ring jurisdiction  on  the  county  courts,  intended  to  exclude  a 
case  exactly  described  in  the  very  words  of  the  grant  ? 

K  we  adopt  the  conclusion  that  all  causes  which  were  cogni- 
zable by  bill  in  equity,  are  excluded  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
stitution, then  there  was  no  subject  to  which  these  terms  could 
be  applied  except  the  peculiar  cases  where  the  proceeding  was 
not  by  bill,  but  a  more  summary  remedy  was  provided.  These, 
it  will  be  found,  were  very  few  in  number,  so  few  indeed,  that 
they  could  have  been  easily  enumerated,  if  it  was  intended  to 
confine  the  jurisdiction  to  cases  of  this  description.  Some  of 
these,  however,  it  is  well  to  observe,  were  quite  as  difficult  and 
complicated  as  any  other  in  the  whole  range  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion. This  will  be  quite  evident  when  we  consider  that  the 
summary  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery  exercised  upon 
petition  merely,  embraced  corporations,  their  dissolution  in  cer- 
tain cases,  the  sequestration  and  distribution  of  their  effects, 
and  the  right  to  restrain  by  injunction  the  exercise  of  their 
powers.  In  proceedings  of  this  character,  rights  of  the  greatest 
importance  are  frequently  involved,  and  the  questions  are  oflcn 
peculiarly  complicated  and  difficult.  And  yet,  according  to 
the  construction  of  the  constitution  which  lam  endeavoring  to 
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refute,  die  comity  court  can  take  jurisdiction  of  sucli  proceed- 
ings, while  it  cannot  of  the  simplest  case  of  foreclosure.  No 
practice  can  be  found  of  foreclosing  a  mortgage  upon  petition 
instead  of  bill,  and,  therefore,  the  legislature  is  powerless  (so 
the  argument  runs)  to  confer  the  jurisdiction.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve this  to  be  a  reasonable  interpretation. 

"What  then  are  the  special  cases  in  equity,  of  which  jurisdic- 
tion can  be  given  to  the  county  court  7  To  answer  this  ques* 
tion,  we  must  consider  not  only  the  fair  import  of  the  language 
used,  but  also  the  other  judicial  arrangements  of  the  constitu- 
tion, and  the  terms  employed  in  making  those  arrangements. 
In  the  judiciary  article,  provision  is  made  for  a  supreme  court, 
with  "  general  jurisdiction  in  law  and  equity,"  and  in  the  same 
article  we  find  the  clauses  concerniog  the  county  court  and  tho 
county  judge.  Now  the  words  "general,"  and  "  special,"  are 
manifestly  used  in  senses  precisely  opposite.  The  idea  repre- 
sented in  one  of  these  terms  is  the  very  one  designed  to  be  ex- 
cluded by  the  use  of  the  other.  K,  therefore,  the  special  jur- 
isdiction of  the  county  court  resides  in  the  nature  and  quality 
of  the  cases  in  which  it  is  to  be  exercised,  irrespective  of  leg- 
islative  enumeration,  it  follows  that  the  ^eneraZ  jurisdiction  of 
the  supreme  court  resides  in  those  of  an  opposite  nature  and 
quality.  K  the  word  "  special "  limits*  the  power  of  the  leg- 
islature in  one  direction,  the  word  "general"  limits  it  in 
another.  If  the  county  judge  cannot  receive  jurisdiction  in 
any  case  where  the  remedy  was  by  biU  in  equity  because  it 
is  not  a  special  case,  the  supreme  court  cannot  entertain  it  in 
a  summary  proceeding,  because  this  is  not  a  general  case.  In 
short,  neither  of  these  tribunals  can  take  any  share  in  the  jur- 
isdiction which  is  given  or  allowed  to  the  other.  We  are  thus 
brought  to  a  conclusion  which  we  know  to  be  false.  We  know 
that  the  powers  of  the  supreme  court  are  not  thus  limited,  and 
we  must,  therefore,  reject  the  interpretations  which  lead  to 
fiucli  a  conclusion. 

Why  then  is  the  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  denom- 
inated "  general  ?"  Plainly  because  no  legislative  specifica- 
tion of  the  subjects  of  that  j  urisdiction  is  required.    That  of  the 
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county  court  is  "  special,"  in  a  sense  directly  the  opposite — that 
is  to  say,  the  cases  in  which  that  court  may  review  its  jurisdic- 
tion, must  be  specified  and  defined  by  the  legislature,  and  hence 
they  are  called  special.  The  terms  special  and  general  being 
used  to  denote  opposite  qualities  of  the  two  jurisdictions. 
When  we  are  certain  that  we  have  the  true  meaning  of  one  of 
these,  we  cannot  be  mistaken  as  to  that  of  the  other.  If  we 
know  that  the  general  nature  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme 
court  has  no  reference  to  a  distinction  in  the  quality  and  char- 
acter of  controversies,  then  we  may  also  be  certain  that  the  spe-, 
cial  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  rests  on  no  such  distinc- 
tions. It  is  special  because  it  must  be  specially  conferred  by 
legislative  act.  The  cases  in  which  it  may  be  exercised  must 
have  a  special  definition,  and  nothing  can  be  taken  without 
such  definition  or  contrary  to  it. 

The  question  before  us  was,  I  think,  in  its  substance  and 
nature  involved  in  the  recent  decision  of  this  court  in  Dovbh- 
day  agt.  Heathy  (16  N.  T,  R.  80.)  That  was  a  suit  in  one  of  the 
county  courts  for  the  partition  of  lands.  It  was,  therefore,  a 
case  in  equity  according  to  the  distinctions  between  law  and 
equity,  existing  at  the  adoption  of  the  constitution.  It  is  true 
that  partition  could  be  had  by  petition  and  proceedings  of  a 
summary  character  in  the  common  law  courts.  (2  R.  S,  815.) 
But  the  remedy  by  bill  in  equity  was  as  ancient  as  the  time 
of  Queen  Elizabeth.  In  this  state,  it  was  modified  by  certain 
statutory  provisions,  but  still  the  remedy  existed  and  was  in 
frequent  use  down  to  the  constitution  of  1846,  and  after  that 
time  until  the  Code  of  Procedure  was  enacted.  Under  the 
Code,  the  action  for  partition  has  now  taken  its  place,  modi- 
fied as  the  suit  in  equity  was,  by  the  statutes  referred  to.  In 
holding,  as  this  court  did,  that  jurisdiction  could  be  given  to 
the  county  court  in  a  suit  for  the  partition  of  lands  within  the 
county,  it  was  necessarily  determined  that  some  matters  which 
were  formerly  remediable  by  bill  in  chancery,  could  be  brought 
by  act  of  the  legislature  within  that  jurisdiction.  That  point 
being  conceded,  where  does  the  power  stop?  Is  it  limited  by 
another  distinction  to  be  drawn  between  cases  in  equity,  where 
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the  remedy  by  bill  has  been  in  some  degree  modified  by  stat- 
utory regulations,  and  other  cases  in  which  there  has  been  no 
interference  by  legislation  ?  Are  the  cases  in  one  of  these 
clauses  special  and  the  other  not  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution  ?  This  cannot  be  the  distinction  which  the  con- 
vention or  the  people  had  in  view.  But  even  if  it  were,  we 
find  that  the  remedy  by  suit  in  equity  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage,  had  been  modified  by  a  variety  of  statute  regula- 
tions, some  of  which  were  of  great  importance  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  that  remedy.  (2 IL  S,  191.)  I  see  no  solid  ground^ 
therefore,  for  distinguishing  between  the  case  of  partition  al« 
ready  decided  by  this  court,  and  the  one  now  before  us. 

For  the  reasons  suggested,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  legisla- 
ture can  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  county  courts  in  suits  for 
the  foreclosure  of  mortgages  upon  lands  in  the  county,  and  the 
sale  of  mortgaged  premises. 

The  judgment  of  the  supreme  icourt  should,  therefore,  be 
reversed,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  defendant  on  the  de- 
murrer, with  leave  to  go  to  trial  on  the  issue  of  fiict. 

Note. — ^The  ooostitatlon  in  referenoe  to  the  origin  and  jurisdiction  of  county 
oomts,  is  as  follows : 

L  "  There  shall  be  elected  in  each  of  the  counties  of  this  state,  except  the  city 
and  county  of  New- York,  one  county  judge,  who  shall  hold  his  office  for  four 
years.  He  shall  hold  the  county  court,  and  perform  the  duties  of  the  office  of  sur- 
rogate. The  oounty  court  shall  have  such  jurisdiction  in  cases  arising  in  justioea' 
ooorts  and  in  special  cases,  as  the  legislature  may  prescribe ;  but  shall  have  no 
original  civil  jurisdiction,  except  in  such  sp^ial  cases.'"    {Con^  of  1846,  article  6, 

§14.) 

2.  '*  The  legislature  may  confer  equity  jurisdiction,  in  special  cases,  upon  the 
comity  judge.'*    (ConsL  of  1846,  artide  6,  §  14.) 

3.  *'  The  legislature  may,  on  application  of  the  board  of  supervisors,  provide  for 
the  election  of- local  officers,  not  to  exceed  two  in  any  county,  to  discharge  the 
duties  of  county  judge  end  of  surrogate,  in  cases  of  their  inability  or  of  a  vacan- 
cy, and  to  exercise  such  other  powers  in  special  cases  as  may  be  provided  by 
law."    (ConsL  of  1846,  caiide  6,  §  16.) 

It  would  seem  that  there  ought  not  to  be  any  radical  dlfTerence  of  opinion  in 
reference  to  the  construction  of  these  simple  and  plain  provisions.  The  county 
court  shall  have  such  jurisdiction  as  the  legislature  may  prescribe,  confined  to 
special  cases,  and  cases  arising  in  justices'  courts,  but  shall  have  no  original  civil 
Jnriadiction  except  in  such  special  cases.    This  seems  to  be  the  fair  construction 
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of  the  flrst  subdivision.  The  second  subdivision  is  very  plain  without  anj  t 
position  of  language.  The  legislature  may  confer  equUy  jvrisdicUonf  (In  special 
cases.)  upon  the  county  ^tw^c,  (not  upon  the  county  court.)  The  third  subdivision 
shows  that  the  constitutional  convention  still  had  in  view  the  special  cases  to 
which  they  intended  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  judge,  surrogate  and  local  offi- 
cers should  be  confined;  and  also  the  exercise  of  such  oiher powers  as  might  be 
provided  by  law  iu  reference  to  such  special  casesi 

The  legislature  was  to  prescribe  such  jmrisdiciiony  not  such  special  cases,  they 
were  already  prescribed ;  and  such  jurisdiction  as  the  legislature  thought  proper 
to  give  the  county  court  and  county  judge  in  these  special  cases  and  cases  arising 
in  justices*  courts,  seems  to  be  the  only  authority  conferred  upon  them  by  the 
constitution.  That  is,  such  jurisdiction  might  be  limited  and  special  in  some  of 
the  special  cases,  and  general  and  original  in  others,  and  appellate  as  to  the  jus 
tice's  court  cases ;  but  in  no  event  could  origmal  civil  jurisdiction  be  conferred 
except  in  such  special  cases. 

As  to  what  special  cases  the  constitutional  convention  had  reference,  appears 
to  be  very  well  stated  and  defined  in  the  able  opinions  of  Judges  Gardiner  and 
Hakd,  in  the  case  of  Kundolf  agt.  ThdOieimer^  (2  Kern.  693.)  That  is,  all  those 
summary  proceedings  and  special  provisions  in  law  and  equity,  which  were  well 
known  and  distrnguished  from  the  ordinary  common  law  actions,  and  suits  by  bill 
and  answer  in  equiiy,  and  which  are  now  under  the  Code  classed  as  special 
proceedings  as  distinguished  trom  civil  actions,  would  seem  to  be  referred  to.  The 
moment  these  well  defined  landmaite  are  left,  a  sea  of  discuasion  Cpena^  in  which 
the  further  it  is  traversed  the  denser  the  fog.— [Rxporteb. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

Timothy  Warner  agt  Acton  P.  Ford  and  Norman  Ford, 
impleaded  with  Westel  S.  Ford. 

Where  two  or  more  defendants'  liability  are  joird^  and  but  one  judgment  can  be 
entered,  the  defendants  are  equally  liable  for  the  wTiole  costs,  where  one  has  suf- 
fered a  default,  and  the  others  defended  the  action  uuBuooessfully. 

Madison  Special  Term,  December,  1858. 

This  is  an  action  brought  upon  a  joint  note,  as  appears  firbm 
the  affidavits  before  me  on  this  motion. 

The  defendant  Norman  Ford  appeared  and  answered  the 
complaint,  and  the  defendant  Acton  P.  Ford  suflfered  default. 
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The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  answer  of  Norman,  and  had  judg* 
ment  npon  the  demorrer,  and  entered  a  joint  judgment  a^dnat 
the  defendants,  with  the  costs  of  suit,  including  thecoste  of  the 
demurrer.  The  defendant  Acton  P.  Ford  now  moves  the 
oourt  to  haye  the  costs  of  the  demurrer  stricken  oat  of  the 
judgment  against  him. 

D.  J.  Mitchell,  y&r  mo^n* 
L.  KlN<36LEY,  contra. 

Mason,  Justice.  This  being  an  action  as  shown  by  the  afil- 
dayits,  where  there  is  only  a  joint  liability  of  the  defendantSi 
the  plaintiff  could  not  proceed  and  enter  a  several  judgmont 
against  the  defendant  who  did  not  appear.  {Parker  agt  Jadi^ 
son  and  others^  16  Banh,  i2.  38  ^  Harrington  agt  Higharn.  and 
others^  15  Barb.  R.  524 ;  Ladue  agt  Van  Vechien^  8  Barb.  JR. 
664 ;  Orandall  agt  Beach  and  others,  7  How.  P.  R.  271 ;  5 
&ind.  S.  a^R  210]  I&HoulP.RSLI;  11  How. P. R.  197 ] 
2  Whimker's  iV.  68 ;  8  Sand.  S.  C.  R.  752.)  It  being  dear 
that  there  cannot  be  several  judgments  against  the  defendants, 
the  question  recurs  whether  the  plaintiff  was  right  in  taxing 
the  costs  of  the  demurrer  in  the  judgment  against  A.  P.  Ford  ? 
I  think  these  costs  were  properly  taxed  against  all  the  defendr 
ants,  and  such  I  understand  to  have  been  the  practice  both 
before  and  since  the  Code. 

The  rule  is  so  declared  by  Judge  Bbonson,  in  Henman  agt 
£ooih,  (20  W.  R.  666,  668,)  and  Justice  Birdseye,  in  Ottlm 
agt  Billings  and  others,  (13  How.  P.  R.  511,  515,  516.)  The 
principle  of  these  cases  controls  the  case  before  us.  The  prin- 
ciple is  laid  down  in  2d  Tidd's  Practice,  899.  The  rule  was 
held  in  Smith  agt  Harris,  (12  lU.  i?,  462.) 

And  I  do  not  see  that  it  could  make  any  difference  if  the 
contract  on  which  the  suit  is  brought  were  joint  and  several, 
when  the  plaintiff  sues  them  jointly,  for  he  is  entitled  to  joint 
j  udgment.  As  the  defendants  have  assumed  a  joint  liability,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  insist  upon  a  joint  judgment,  and  it  does 
not  lie  with  one  of  the  parties  to  say  that  joint  liability  shall  be 
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severed  by  bis  putting  in  a  separate  defence,  and  if  tbe  otber 
parties  wbp  do  not  wish  to  defend,  desire  to  be  relieved  from 
costs,  they  should  pay  the  demand. 

Suppose  the  summons  and  complaint  in  this  case,  had  only 
been  served  on  Norman  Ford,  and  he  had  put  in  tbe  same  an- 
swer which  he  did,  and  the  plaintiff  had  demurred,  and  judg- 
ment had  been  given  for  the  plaintiff  the  same  as  it  was,  the 
plaintiff  would  have  been  obliged  to  take  judgment  against  all 
of  the  defendants.  {Orandall  agt  Beach,  7  How.  P.  R,  271, 
272.)  It  is  only  necessary,  however,  to  decide  in  this  case, 
that  when  the  defendants'  liability  is  joint  and  but  one  judg- 
ment can  be  entered,  the  defendants  are  equally  liable  for  the 
whole  costs  when  one  has  suffered  a  de&ultand  the  other  has 
defended  the  action  unsuccessfully. 

This  motion  must  be  denied,  with  $10  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  op  the  State  op  New-York,  and  James  B. 
Taylor  and  Owen  W.  Brennan  agt.  The-  Mayor,  &c., 
of  New-York,  and  others. 

It  is  not  good  cause  of  demurrer  that  there  are  too  many  plaintiff  or  too  manj 
defendants. 

Nor  is  it  good  cause  of  demuzrer  that  the  plaintiff  asks  in  his  complaint  for  more 
than  it  shows  he  is  entitled  to;  for  relief  that  he  is  not  entitled  to;  or  for 
ftirther  relief  than  he  is  entitled  to. 

Nor  is  the  insertion  in  the  complaint  of  redundant  or  impertment  matter,  or  of  ir- 
rdevant  or  unmeaning  verhiage,  cause  of  demurrer. 

Under  the  Code,  the  plaintiff  maj  present  in  his  complaint  a  mass  of  heterogene- 
ous facts,  and  a  volume  of  unmeaning  words,  and  anj  number  of  prajeis  fi>r 
the  most  various  and  mconsistent  relief;  and  none  of  these  defects  can  ho 
reached  by  demurrer,  provided  the  complaint  contains  no  matter  in  what  stat« 
of  disorganization,  the  elementaiy  constituents  of  a  good  cause  of  action. 

On  demuirer  to  such  a  oompliunt,  on  the  ground  that  it  contains  no  cause  of  SA- 
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tSon,  it  18  the  daty  of  the  ooort  to  ancoyer  the  mass  of  heterogeneous  &ct8,  and 
to  sort  out  and  to  arrauge  them ;  and  if  it  is  found  that  any  lot  or  parcel  of 
them,  when  arranged  and  placed  together,  will  stand  alone  as  a  cause  of  ao- 
tton,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  overrule  the  demurrer. 

In  this  case  two  sets  of  plaintilTs  by  different  attorneys,  the  people  of  the  state, 
by  their  attorney-general,  and  Taylor  and  Brcnnan,  by^  their  attorneys,  come 
into  court,  and  in  tlie  same  complaint  say,  that  the  defendants  unlawfully  with- 
hold the  possession  of  certain  premises  in  the  city  of  New- York,  either  from 
the  people  or  from  Taylor  and  Brenoan ;  and  with  other  relief  asked  for,  ask 
that  tlie  defendants  "  may  be  adjudged  to  reader  possession  of  the  said  prem- 
ises to  the  plaintiffs,  iyr  to  such  of  Uiem  as  shaU  he  declared  erUiUed  thereto ;  and 
to  pay  to  them  jointly  or  severaUy  the  sum  of  $100,000,  for  therent^  issues  and 
profits  of  said  premises,  whilst  the  same  have  been  unlawfully  withheld  from 
the  said  plain  tifis." 

In  an  action  under  the  Code  to  recover  the  possession  of  real  estate,  the  further 
claim  and  proceeding  allowed  in  the  action  to  recover  the  rents  and  profits,  &a, 
are  also  allowed  against  the  defendant  as  a  trespasser ;  as  a  substitute  for  the 
action  of  trespass,  and  the  suggestion  on  the  record  for  the  mesne  profits,  be- 
fore the  Code. 

Bdd,  on  Sk  joint  demurrer  by  tlie  city  corporation  and  many  of  the  other  defend- 
ants in  this  case,  to  the  complaint,  that  it  did  not  fctate  fhcts  sufildent  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  actk>n,  that  it  was  dear  that  there  was  no  cause  of  action  by 
either  the  people  or  by  Taybr  and  Brennan,  against  the  city  corporation  for 
withholding  the  premises,  Ac.  The  premises  in  question  were  actually  occu- 
pied by  the  tenants  of  the  city  corporation ;  and  the  plaintiffs  had  no  right  to 
make  the  dty  corporation  a  defendant  in  such  action.  The  rule  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  that  in  such  a  case  the  tenants  in  the  actual  occupation  should  alone 
be  made  defendants,  has  not  been  altered  by  the  Code. 

Had  the  city  corporation  demurred  separately  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  against  it,  the  demurrer  would  have 
been  sustained ;  but  the  demurrer  being  joint  with  some  of  the  other  defend- 
antS)  it  must  be  overruled,  if  the  complaint  showed  a  cause  of  action  by  the 
people  or  by  Taylor  and  Brennan,  against  such  other  defendants. 

Held  also,  that  neither  the  common  law  rule,  nor  the  statute  making  conveyances 
of  land  held  adversely  void  as  to  the  party  in  possession,  applies  to  convey- 
ances by  the  people  of  the  state,  or  by  public  officers  duly  authorized;  strictly, 
there  can  be  no  advense  possession  as  agolnst  the  people;  the  people  cannot  be 
disseized.  Therefore,  the  lease  to  Taylor  and  Brennan  was  valid,  and  gave 
them  a  right  of  entry,  alihough  the  premises  at  the  time  were  actually  held  and 
occupied  under  a  title  hostile  to  tlie  tlQe  of  the  state ;  and  having  the  right  of 
entxy,  Taylor  and  Brennan  could  bring  their  action  to  recover  the  possession  ot 
the  same,  and  the  rents  and  profits,  since  the  executioxi  of  the  Idaae^  as  dam- 
ages,Ac 

Seldf  that  the  complaint  contained  this  cause  of  action  on  the  part  of  Taylor  and 
Brennan  alone,  against  the  defendants,  the  tenants  in  the  actual  occupation  of 
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the  premises  alone;  which  was  sufficient  to  save  the  complaint  on  join*  de- 
murrer by  the  city  corporation,  and  the  other  defendants. 

New 'York  Special  Term,  October,  1858. 
Demurrer  to  complaint.    The  facts  stated  in  the  complaint 
will  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

W.  HUTCHINS  and  E.  W.  SmvGtW£ON,for  plaintifs. 
Chas.  O'Conor,  Wm.  C.  Noyes  and  Eichard  Busteed 
for  defendants. 

Sutherland,  Justice.  Before  the  Code,  when  actions  had 
names,  this  action  would  have  been  called  an  action  of  eject- 
ment to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  real  estate  in  the  city 
of  New- York. 

The  corporation  of  the  city  of  New- York  and  about  one 
hundred  and  sixty  of  the  other  defendants,  joinily  demur  to  the 
complaint  on  the  following  grounds : 

First.  That  it  does  not  contain  fiictssufl&cient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action. 

Second.  That  three  separate  and  distinct  causes  of  action  are 
improperly  joined,  to  wit : 

1.  A  cause  of  action'by  the  people  for  improvident  and  un- 
lawful management  of  property  by  the  city  corporation. 

2.  An  ejectment  by  the  people  with  a  claim  for  damage. 
8.  A  like  claim  by  Taylor  and  Brennan. 

Thirdly.  That  said  three  causes  of  action  are  not  separately 
stated. 

Fourthly.  That  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  plaintiifs,  by  the 
improper  joinder  of  Taylor  and  Brennan  as  plaintiffs,  with  the 
people,  who  being  claimants  adverse  to  the  people,  should  be 
defendants. 

The  defendants  William  H.  Taylor,  and  a  few  others,  sepa- 
rately demur  to  the  complaint  on  the  following  grounds : 

First.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  on  behalf  of  the  people. 

Secondly.  That  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  by  the  improper 
joinder  of  Taylor  and  Brennan  with  the  people. 
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As  was  pertinentlv  said  on  the  argument,  "  the  complaint 
is  essentially  a  pleading  under  the  Code ;  it  is  without  form." 

Two  sets  of  plaintiffs  by  different  attorneys,  the  people  of 
the  state,  by  Lyman  Tremain,  their  attorney-general,  and  Tay- 
lor and  Brennan,  by  Slosson  and  Hutchins,  their  attorneys, 
come  into  court,  and  in  the  same  complaint  say,  that  the  de- 
fendants  unlawfully  withhold  the  possession  of  certain  prem- 
ises in  the  city  of  New-York,  either  from  the  people  or  from 
Taylor  and  Brennan;  and  with  other  relief  asked  for,  ask 
that  the  defendants  "  may  be  adjudged  to  render  possession  of 
the  said  premises  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  to  such  o/ihem  as  shall  be 
declared  entitled  thereto;  and  to  pay  to  them  jointly  or  sev^ 
eraUy  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  for  the  rents, 
issues  and  profits  of  said  premii^es,  whilst  the  same  have  been 
unlawfully  withheld  from  the  said  plaintifS." 

The  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  to  show  a  right  to  the  pos- 
session  or  a  right  of  entry,  in  either  the  people  or  in  Taylor 
and  Brennan  ;  and  to  a  j  udgment  that  either  the  people  of  tho 
state  or  Taylor  and  Brennan,  recover  the  possession,  with 
damages  for  the  rents  and  profits,  &c.,  are  substantially  as  fol- 
lows : 

That  the  people  of  the  state  are  now,  and  have  been  for 
many  years,  owners  in  fee  of  the  premises,  and  are  legally  en- 
titled to  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof  since,  unless  a  cer- 
tain lease  thereof  to  Taylor  and  Brennan,  (afterwards  particu- 
larly described  in  the  complaint,  and  a  copy  of  which  is 
annexed  thereto,)  be  held  valid.  That  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
&c.r  of  the  city  of  New- York,  have  taken  possession  of  the 
premises,  and  through  their  agents  rented  the  same,  or  the 
greater  portion  thereof,  for  market  and  other  purposes,  to  the 
other  defendants  in  the  action ;  and  unless  said  lease  be  hdd 
valid^  withhold  from  the  plaintiffs,  the  people  of  the  state,  tho 
possession  thereof  to  Hieir  great  damage  and  injury.  That  the 
commissioners  of  the  land  office,  on  behalf  of  the  .people  of  the 
state,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  them  by  law,  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  Taylor  and  Brennan  a  lease  of  the 
premises  for  one  year  from  the  24th  day  of  April,  1858,  at  the 
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yearly  rent  of  five  thousand  dollars,  payable  quarterly  in  ad- 
vance. That  under  said  lease,  if  the  same  he  held  valid,  Taylor 
and  Brennan  became  lawfully  possessed  of  the  premises  on  the 
first  day  of  May  preceding  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
(May,  1858.)  That  Taylor  and  Brennan  being  so  possessed  of 
the  premises,  the  mayor,  &c.,  claiming  to  own  said  premises, 
have  taken  possession  thereof  as  aforesaid,  and  through  their 
agents  have  rented  the  same  to  the  other  defendants,  who 
wrongfully  withhold  from  Taylor  and  Brennan,  the  possession 
of  the  premises  to  their  great  damage  and  injury.  That  Tay- 
lor and  Brennan  are  legally  entitled  to  the  possession  of  said 
premises  under  the  lease,  and  to  the  rents  and  profits  thereof, 
since  the  first  day  of  May,  1858.  That  the  parties  now  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  premises  claim  to  hold  as  lessees  or  by 
permits  of  the  mayor,  &c.,  and  have  been  directed  by  the 
agents  of  the  city,  not  to  deliver  possession  thereof  to  the  said 
plaintiffs,  or  to  pay  to  them  the  rents  thereof,  but  to  pay  the 
same  to  the  agents  of  the  city.  That  the  tenants  refuse  to  ac- 
knowledge the  right  of  the  plaintiflfe  or  to  pay  them  the  rent, 
but  pay  the  rent  to  those  who  act  or  claim  to  act  as  the  agents 
of  the  city  to  receive  the  same.  That  the  occupants  of  the 
premises  pay,  and  for  several  years  preceding  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  had  paid  in  the  aggregate,  for  the  use  of 
the  premises,  tbe  sum  of  forty  thousand  dollars  annually. 

These  appear  to  be  all  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  bear- 
ing on  the  question  of  the  right  of  possession,  or  to  damage  for 
the  withholding  the  possession,  or  the  rents,  issues  and  profits. 

There  are  other  allegations  in  the  complaint,  as  to  the  loose 
and  improvident  manner  in  which  the  rents  of  the  premises  had 
been  collected  and  paid  over ;  the  pecuniary  irresponsibility 
and  want  of  authority  of  persons  professing  to  act  for  the  city, 
in  the  collection  of  the  rents ;  the  danger  that  the  rents  will 
be  lost  by  the  city,  and  by  the  plaintiflfe ;  the  duty  of  Mr. 
Flagg,  the  city  comptroller,  to  collect  the  rents  if  they  be- 
longed to  the  city ;  and  his  refraining  from  collecting  the  samr, 
because  he  believed  that  the  premises  belonged  to  the  state, 
and  that  the  city  had  no  legal  right  to  such  rent ;  the  non-resi- 
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dence  and  want  of  pecuniary  means  of  many  of  the  defendants, 
&c. ;  but  these  last  allegations  appear  to  have  been  made  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  temporary  injunction,  restraining 
the  city  corporation  from  collecting  the  rents,  and  the  receiver 
to  take  charge  of  the  premises  and  collect  the  rents,  and  the 
general  reZiV/"  asked  for  iu  the  complaint. 

From  the  wreck  of  forms  eflFected  by  the  Code,  and  the  al- 
ternating cases,  strange  mixture  of  allegations  of  fiction  and  of 
fact,  alternative  judgment  and  confused  union  of  legal  and 
equitable  relief  presented  and  asked  for  by  the  two  sets  of 
plaintijBfe  in  this  complaint,  I  have  diligently  and  patiently 
tried  to  pick  out  one  good  cause  of  action,  either  in  behalf  of 
the  people  or  of  Taylor  and  Brennan,  against  either  the  city 
corporation,  or  the  tenants  alleged  by  the  complaint,  to  be  in 
the  actual  occupation  of  the  premises.  I  say  allegations  of 
Jlciion  and  of  fact  in  the  complaint,  for  it  is  evident  that  the 
allegation  of  actual  possession  by  the  people  of  the  state,  and 
by  Taylor  and  Brennan,  and  of  actual  ouster  by  the  mayor, 
&c.,  actually  or  inferentially  alleged  in  the  complaint,  were  in- 
serted therein,  under  the  mistaken  impression  countenanced  by 
a  few  reported  cases  since  the  Code,  that  the  fictitious  (in  most 
cases)  allegations  of  actual  possession  by  the  plaintiff  on  a  cei*" 
tain  day,  and  of  entry  and  ouster  thereafter  by  the  defendant, 
retained  by  the  Eevised  Statutes  out  of  the  old  fictions  of  the 
action  of  ejectment,  bad  also  been  preserved  by  the  Code.  {See 
JEnsvjn  agt.  Sherman,  13  How,  P,  li.  35 ;  Warner  agt.  NelUgar^ 
12  id.  402.) 

But  the  first  of  these  cases  was  reversed  by  the  general  term 
in  the  second  district,  (14  How,  439 ;)  and  I  suppose  it  may 
be  said  to  be  pretty  well  settled  now,  that  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  real  estate  under  the  Code,  it  is  only 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  allege  in  his  complaint,  that  he  is 
seized  or  possessed  of  some  certain  estate  or  interest  in  the 
premises,  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  same ;  and  that 
the  defendant  unlawfully  withholds  from  him  the  possession 
thereof.  {Walter  agt.  Lockwood,  28  Barb.  228;  Sanders  agt 
Leary,  16  Eow.  312.) 
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It  is  not  good  cause  of  demurrer  that  there  are  too  many 
plaintiflfe  or  too  many  defendants.  {Peabody  agt  The  Washing- 
ion  County  Ins.  Co.,  20  Barb.  340 ;  12  How.  134 ;  1  Abbott,  82 ; 
Chde,  §  144.) 

Nor  is  it  good  cause  of  demurrer,  that  the  plaintiff  asks  in 
his  complaint,  for  more  than  it  shows  he  is  entitled  to ;  for  re- 
lief that  he  is  not  entitled  to ;  or  for  further  relief  than  he  is 
entitled  to. 

Nor  is  the  insertion  in  the  complaint  of  redundant  or  im- 
pertinent matter,  or  of  irrelevant  or  unmeaning  verbiage,  cause 
of  demurrer. 

If  I  understand  the  Code,  and  the  tenor  and  spirit  of  the  de- 
cisions ander  the  Code,  the  plaintiff  may  present  in  his  com- 
plaint a  mass  of  heterogeneous  facts,  and  a  volume  of  unmean- 
ing words,  and  any  number  of  prayers  for  the  most  various 
and  inconsistent  relief;  and  none  of  these  defects  can  be 
reached  by  demurrer,  provided  the  complaint  contains,  no  mat- 
ter in  what  state  of  disorganization,  the  elementary  constitu- 
ents of  a  good  cause  of  action.  ( Watson  agt.  Husson,  1  Duer, 
242  ;  Smith  agt  Greening,  2  Sand/.  702 ;  Richards  agt  Edich^ 
19  Barb.  260 ;  Hammond  agt  Hudson  Eiver  Iron  and  if.  Co.^ 
•20  Barb.  886 ;  11  How.  P.  R.  218.) 

On  demurrer  to  such  a  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  it  con- 
tains no  cause  of  action,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  uncover 
the  mass  of  heterogeneous  facts,  and  to  sort  out  and  to  arrange 
them ;  and  if  it  is  found  that  any  lot  or  parcel  of  them,  when 
arranged  and  placed  together,  will  stand  alone  as  a  cause  of 
action,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  overrule  the  demurrer. 

I  do  not  think  the  theory  of  the  complaint  in  this  case  is 
more  than  one  cause  of  action.  That  cause  of  action  is  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  the  rents  and  profits, 
as  damages  for  the  withholding  of  the  same. 

The  plaintiffs  are  evidently  in  doubt  which  of  them  has  the 
right  to  the  possession,  and  to  such  damages ;  but  I  do  not 
think  that  the  theory  of  their  complaint  is  that  if  it  should  turn 
out  that  Taylor  and  Brennan  were  entitled  to  recover  the  pos- 
sessioni  and  damages  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  same  since 
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the  execution  of  the  l^ase  to  them,  that  the  people  o!%e  stStii*  ^^ 
also  claim,  ^and  will  be  entitled  to  recover  in  this  actioii'ttRm-^' 
ages  for  the  rents  and  profits  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  lease 
to  Taylor  and  Brennan. 

Such  claim  on  the  part  of  Taylor  and  Brennan  for  the  pos- 
session and  damages  for  the  rents  and  profits,  since  the  accru- 
ing of  their  right  of  entry ;  and  on  the  part  of  the  people  of 
the  state  against  either  the  city  corporation  or  the  tenants  in 
possession,  or  jointly  against  both,  for  damages  for  the  rents 
and  profits,  prior  to  the  accruing  of  Taylor  and  Brennan's 
title,  could  not  be  united  in  the  same  action  before  the  Code ; 
and  it  would  appear  that  they  cannot  be  since  the  Code.  {Le- 
Jcmd  agt.  Towsey,  6  Hillj  328;  Ainslie  agt.  The  Mayor ^  etc.,  1 
Barb.  169;  Tompkins  agt.  White,  8  Bow.  Pr.  J2.  520;  Van 
Horn  agt  Fverson,  13  Barb.  531.) 

It  would  appear  from  the  complaint,  that  because  section 
167  of  the  Code  in  speaking  of  causes  of  action  which  might 
be  joined,  specifies  claims  to  recover  real  property,  "  with  or 
without  damages  for  the  withholding  thereoJ^  and  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  sarae,^^  that  the  plain tifis  supposed  that  either  the 
people,  or  Taylor  and  Brennan  could  recover  in  this  action, 
with  the  possession  of  the  premises,  the  specific  rents  paid  or 
payable  by  the  tenants  in  possession  to  the  city  corporation  as 
their  landlord ;  in  other  words,  that  by  the  Code,  while  the  ac- 
tion for  the  possession  proceeded  on  the  idea  that  the  defend- 
ant^was  a  trespasser,  that  the  claims  for  the  rents,  &c.,  in  the 
same  cause  of  action,  could  proceed  on  the  idea  that  he  was  a 
tejiant  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  thus  the  defendant  could  be 
treated  as  both  a  tenant  and  a  trespasser  in  stating  the  same 
cause  of  action.  From  this  idea,  probably  proceeded  the  plain- 
tiffs' allegations  in  the  complaint,  going  to  show  that  there  was 
danger  of  the  rents  being  lost;  of  improvident  and  careless 
management  in  the  collection  of  the  rents ;  of  doubts  of  Mr. 
Flagg  as  to  the  title,  &c. ;  the  prayer  for  an  injunction  and  a 
receiver,  which  have  added  so  much  to  the  confusion  of  the 
complaint. 

But  I  suppose  the  Code  cannot  justly  be  charged  with  the 


64  NEW-YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

The  People  agt  The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  New-York. 

absurdity  the  complaint  would  appear  to  assume ;  I  suppose, 
that  in  an  action  under  the  Code  to  recover  the  possession  of 
real  estate,  the  further  claim  and  proceedings  allowed  in  the 
action  to  recover  the  rents  and  profits,  &c.,  are  also  allowed 
against  the  defendant  as  a  trespasser,  in  other  words,  that  they 
are  allowed  as  a  substitute  for  the  action  of  trespass,  and  the 
suggestion  on  the  record,  for  the  mesne  profits,  before  the  CJode. 
{Tompkins  agt.  IFAilte,  supra.) 

In  such  action  for  the  possession,  or  in  a  separate  and  inde- 
pendent action  for  the  mesne  profits  against  the  landlord  or 
tenant  or  both  jointly,  which  probably  could  be  brought  now 
as  well  as  before  the  Code,  {see  case  in  6  Hill^  supra,)  the  plain- 
tiff would  be  entitled  to  recover  as  damages  what  he  could 
prove  the  premises  were  reasonably  worth  annually ;  and  not 
as  a  matter  of  course  the  specific  amount  of  annual  rent  which 
the  tenant  had  paid  or  agreed  to  pay,  or  the  landlord  had  re- 
ceived, or  agreed  to  receive. 

Upon  the  whole,  although  I  at  first  thought  the  complaint 
in  this  case  was  intended  to  contain  a  separate  and  independent 
cause  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  people  for  the  rents  and 
profits,  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  lease  to  Taylor  and  Bren- 
nan;  yet  upon  further  examination,  I  think  it  was  not  in- 
tended to  contain  any  claim  for  rents  and  profits,  and  damages, 
for  withholding  the  posse|sion  or  otherwise,  except  as  incident 
to  the  claim  and  right  to  recover  the  possession. 

There  is,  therefore,  not  more  than  one  cause  of  action  in  this 
complaint.  Are  the  facts  in  the  complaint  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute one  cause  of -action  by  either  the  people  of  the  stato  or 
by  Taylor  and  Brennan,  against  either  the  city  corporation,  or 
the  other  defendants,  the  tenants  in  the  actual  occupation  oi 
the  premises,  for  the  recovery  of  the  same,  with  or  without 
damages,  for  the  withholding  thereof?  This  is  the  question, 
and  I  think  the  only  question  on  these  demurrers. 

It  is  very  clear  that  there  is  no  cause  of  action  by  either  the 
people  or  by  Taylor  and  Brennan,  against  the  city  corporatioa 
for  withholding  the  premises,  &c.,  stated  in  the  complaint* 
The  complaint  shows  that  the  corporation  does  not  withholcl 
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the  pofisession  of  the  premises ;  but  that  the  tenants  in  the  ac- 
tual occupation,  the  other  defendants,  do.  The  complaint 
showing  that  the  premises  in  question  were  actually  occupied 
bj  the  tenants  of  the  citj  corporation,  it  shows  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  no  right  to  make  the  city  corporation  a  defendant  in 
an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  same. 

The  rule  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  that  in  such  a  case  the 
tenants  in  the  actual  occupation  should  alone  be  made  defend- 
ants, has  not  been  altered  by  the  Code.  {Champlain  and  SL 
Lawrence  Railroad  Co,  agt  Valentine^  19  Bari.  484,  493 ;  Van 
27am  agt.  Everson,  18  Barb.  626 ;  Fosgate  agt.  Herkimer  Man- 
ufacturing Go,j  9  Bari.  287 ;  Van  Santvoord^s  Plea.  2d  edition^ 
176,  177,  178,  71.  (1);  Shaver  agt.  McGraw,  12  Wend.  558; 
Putnam  agt.  Van  Buren,  7  Sow.  Pr.  B.  81.) 

Had  the  city  corporation  demurred  separately  in  this  case, 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
complaint  against  it,  I  should  have  sustained  tbe  demurrer ; 
but  the  demurrer  being  a  joint  demurrer  by  the  corporation, 
and  most  of  the  other  defendants,  the  demurrer  must  be  over- 
ruled, if  the  complaint  shows  a  cause  of  action  by  the  people 
or  by  Taylor  and  Brennan,  against  such  other  defendants. 
{Eldridge  agt.  Bell^  12  Ebw.  Pr.  R.  549  :  Philips  agt.  Norihrvp^ 
id.  l7 ;  Broumson  agt  Oifford,  8  id.  892 ;  Van  Sanivoord^s 
Plea.  671.) 

We  have  arrived  then  at  this  question  on  thase  demurrers ; 
does  the  complaint  show  a  cause  of  action  by  either  the  people 
of  the  state  or  Taylor  and  Brennan,  against  the  defendants 
who  are  alleged  to  be  in  the  actual  occupation  of  the  premises 
as  tenants  of  the  city  corporation  ?  On  the  theory  which  evi- 
dently dictated  the  complaint,  I  think  it  does  not.  It  is  evi^ 
dent  that  the  complaint  assumes,  that  the  rule  that  a  convey- 
ance of  lands  held  adversely  is  void,  and  gives  no  right  of 
entry  to  the  grantee,  applied  to  oonveyances  by  the  people  of 
the  state.  Hence  the  two  sets  of  plaintiflS,  the  alternative 
prayer  for  judgment,  and  some  of  the  other  peculiarities  of  this 
complaint.  The  complaint  was  evidently  intended  to  meet  the 
plea  of  adverse  possession  at  the  time  of  the  execution  c^  the 

Vol.  XYIL  .    5 
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lease  to  Taylor  and  Brennan,  which  it  was  supposed  the  de- 
fendants could  or  might  set  up.  This  by  the  Eevised  Stat- 
utes, could  be  done  by  naming  the  grantor  and  grantee  as 
plaintiflBs  in  different  counts,  {Ely  agt  BaUuntine^  7  Wend. 
470.) 

But  I  suppose  that  this  privilege  of  fiction  has  fallen  before 
the  realities  of  the  Code^  and  that  now  by  the  Code  the  action 
must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest 
(§  111.)  The  Code  supposes  that  the  plaintiff  knows  both  the 
law  and  the  facts  of  his  case,  so  as  to  verify  it  by  his  oath ; 
and  does  not  permit  him  to  speculate,  by  stating  the  case,  or 
his  case,  in  different  ways  in  different  counts ;  and  I  do  not 
.  think  it  intended  to  make  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  real 
property  an  exception. 

If  it  were  the  law,  as  the  plaintifl&  appear  to  have  assumed, 
that  a  conveyance  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  lands  held  ad- 
versely is  void,  I  should  not  be  able  to  find  any  cause  of  action 
whatever  in  the  complaint ;  for  the  complaint  while  it  alleges 
title  in  the  people,  the  execution  of  the  lease  to  Taylor  and 
Brennan,  and  their  right  to  the  possession  without  qualifica- 
tion or  condition,  also  contains  other  allegations  of  fact,  from 
which  it  would  appear  that  when  the  lease  to  Taylor  and  Bren- 
nan was  executed,  the  premises  were  actually  held  and  occu- 
pied by  the  tenants  of  the  city,  claiming  under  title  adverse  to 
that  of  the  state ;  and  these  contradictory  allegations  in  effect, 
in  stating  one  and  the  same  cause  of  action — ^the  first  showing 
a  right  in  Taylor  and  Brennan  to  bring  the  action,  and  the 
second  showing  the  lease  to  Taylor  and  Brennan  void,  and, 
therefore,  showing  a  right  in  the  people  of  the  state  to  bring 
the  action — would  neutralize  each  other,  and  probably  leave 
the  complaint  without  any  cause  of  action  certainly  and  suffi- 
ciently stated,  in  either  the  people  or  in  Taylor  and  Brennan. 
But  the  complaint  was  plainly  dictated  under  an  error  as  to 
the  law. 

Neither  the  common  law  rule,  nor  the  statute  making  con- 
veyances of  land  held  adversely  void  as  to  the  party  in  poases- 
sioa,  applies  to  conveyances  by  the  people  of  the  state,  or  by 
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public  officers  duly  authorized.  Such  conveyances  are  not 
within  the  reason  of  the  common  law  rule  or  of  the  statute ; 
and  strictly,  there  can  be  no  adverse  possession  as  against  the 
the  people;  the  people  of  the  state  cannot  be  disseized. 
{Jackson  agt  Gumaer^  2  Cbt^wi,  552  ;  AUen  agt  Hoyt^  Kirhy*8 
Rep,  221 ;  Barney  agt.  Cutler,  1  Root's  Rep.  489, 491 ;  La  From- 
hois  agt.  Jackson,  8  Cowen,  589.) 

It  follows  that  the  lease  to  Taylor  and  Brennan  was  valid, 
and  gave  them  a  right  of  entry,  although  the  premises  at  the 
time  were  actually  held  and  occupied  under  a  title  hostile  to 
the  title  of  the  state ;  and  having  the  right  of  entry,  Taylor 
and  Brennan  could  bring  their  action  to  recover  the  possession 
of  the  same,  and  the  rents  and  profits  since  the  execution  of 
the  lease  as  damages,  &c. 

The  complaint  contains  this  cause  of  action  on  the  part  of 
Taylor  and  Brennan  alone,  against  the  defendants,  the  tenants 
in  the  actual  occupation  of  the  premises  alone ;  but  this  is  suf- 
ficient to  save  the  complaint  on  this  joint  demurrer  by  the  city 
corporation  and  the  other  defendants.  The  plaintiflfe  must, 
therefore,  have  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  with  liberty  to  the 
defendants,  or  such  of  them  as  have  not  answered,  to  answer 
in  twenty  days  on  payment  of  costs.  In  arriving  at  this  con- 
clusion, I  have  assumed  that  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the 
commissioners  of  the  land  office  were  authorized  to  execute 
the  lease  to  Taylor  and  Brennan. 

By  laws  of  1819,  {p,  300,  §  8,)  the  commissioners  of  the  land 
office  may  lease  for  a  term  not  exceeding  one  year,  any  lands 
belonging  to  the  state  having  improvements  on  them.  It  is 
not  alleged  in  the  complaint,  that  the  premises  leased  to  Tay- 
lor and  Brennan  had  improvements  on  them ;  but  it  is  alleged 
that  the  lease  was  duly  executed  by  the  commissioners  under 
the  authority  by  law  vested  in  them ;  and  as  public  officers 
are  to  be  presumed  to  do  their  duty  and  to  act  within  the 
powers  given  them  by  law,  unless  the  contrary  appears,  I  think 
it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  commissioners  had  power  to  exe- 
cute the  lease  to  Taylor  and  Brennan. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
^       Alanson  Cbowell  agt  Cornelius  Brown, 

After  jadgment  and  execatibn  issued  against  the  person  of  a  defendant,  he  is  too 
late  to  move  to  vacaJe  (he  order  of  arrest  obtained  in  the  action ;  or  which  is  the 
same  thing,  to  move  for  an  order  setting  aside  the  execution  and  a  discharge 
fromairest 

Madison  Special  Term^  December^  1858. 
Motion  to  vacate  order  of  arrest 

Mason,  Justice.  If  this  motion  were  made  before  the  de- 
fendant had  justified  his  bail,  I  should  have  no  doubt  upon  the 
papers  before  me,  that  the  order  of  arrest  should  be  vacated. 
The  question  now  presented  for  adjudication  is,  whether  this 
can  be  done  after  judgment,  and  the  defendant  has  been  ar- 
rested and  is  imprisoned  on  an  execution  against  his  person, 
or  rather  whether  the  ca.  sa.  can  be  set  aside  and  the  defendant 
discharged  from  arrest  thereon  ? 

It  is  very  clear  that  the  defendant  cannot  move  to  vacate  the 
original  order  of  arrest  after  he  has  put  in  and  justified  baiL 
{Stewart  agt.  Howard,  15  Barb.  R.  26 ;  12  How.  R.  516 ;  id, 
197;  8  How.  i?.  218;  8  Sardf,  S.  C.R,  708.)  And  this  is 
conceded  by  the  defendant's  counsel  on  this  motion ;  but  it  is 
claimed  and  insisted  that  after  judgment,  and  the  defendant 
has  been  arrested  on  an  execution  against  his  person,  that  the 
bail  \&  functus  officio,  and  that  the  estoppel  created  by  giving 
bail  ceases,  and  that  when  an  execution  is  taken  out  upon  the 
judgment  against  the  defendant's  person,  he  may  move  to  set 
it  aside  as  not  warranted  by  the  facts,  and  that  it  is  no  answer 
to  his  application,  to  say  that  he  allowed  himself  on  the  same 
fects  to  be  arrested  by  preliminary  process.  That  the  quiet 
submission  to  one  wrong  may  provoke  but  cannot  justify 
another,  and  we  are  referred  to  the  opinion  expressed  by 
EOOSEVELT,  Justice,  in  the  Bridgewater  Paint  Manufacturing 


KEW-YOBE  PRACTICB  REPORTS.  $9 

Swart  agt  Borst 

Ob.  agt  Mesmorcj  (15  Row.  S,  12,)  as  affirming  and  sanction- 
iag  this  practice.  He  declares  his  opinion  to  this  effect^  but 
(hat  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority,  for  what  he  says 
upon  this  subject  is  obiter. 

I  think  such  a  motion  cannot  be  entertained  after  an  exe* 
cution  has  been  issued  upon  the  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant  The  condition  of  his  undertaking  is  prescribed  by  the 
187th  section  of  the  Code,  that  he  will  at  all  times  render  him- 
self amenable  to  the  process  of  the  court  during  the  pendency 
of  the  action,  and  to  such  as  may  be  issued  to  enforce  the  judg- 
'  ment  therein.  Now  while  this  duty  rests  upon  him,  I  do  not 
see  how  he  can  move  to  set  aside  the  very  process  which  his 
undertaking  imposes  upon  him  the  duty  of  rendering  himself 
amenable  to.  (Cfacfe,  §  187.)  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  rec- 
ord should  show  t}ie  liability  of  the  defendant  to  arrest  It  is 
sufficient  to  justify  an  execution  against  the  person  that  an  or- 
der of  arrest  in  pursuance  of  sections  179  and  181,  has  been 
obtained  and  remains  in  force,  {Oormn  agt.  Fredandj  2  Seld. 
R.  660.)  This  execution  was  justified  by  the  order  of  arrest 
when  issued,  as  held  in  Corwin  agt  FreeUmd^  (2  Sdi.  R  560,) 
and  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  interfere  with  it 

The  motion  comes  too  late,  and  must  be  denied,  with  $10 

COSlB. 
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Pbteb   S.   Swart  agt  Benjamin  Borst  and  David  J. 

Barker. 

Where  the  defendant  sets  up  in  his  answer  in  bar,  a  former  suit  pending  for  the 
same  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiff;  to  make  his  discontinuance  of  the  txnt  suit 
efiectual,  and  an  answer  to  the  defendant's  plea,  must  at  least  disooniinue 
by  the  time  that  the  issue  is  regarded  as  perfected,  and  the  cause  noticed  for 
trial  in  the  second  suit  Otherwise,  the  defendant  wUl  be  entitled  to  Judgment 
as  haviim;  sustained  his  plea  of  a  former  suit  pending. 
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Schoharie  Circuit  and  Special  Dsrm^  May,  1858. 

Plaintiff  sues  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  promissory  note 
executed  by  the  defendants  to  him,  bearing  date  12th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1856,  for  $282.64,  and  payable  three  days  after  date 
with  interest  This  suit  was  commenced  on  the  13th  day  of 
April,  1858. 

The  defendants  plead  a  former  suit  in  bar  for  the  same  cause 
of  action,  commenced  on  the  15th  day  of  February,  1858,  and 
still  pending.  The  answer  was  verified  on  the  28th  of  April, 
1858,  and  served  on  the  3d  day  of  May,  1858,  and  with  it  a 
notice  of  trial  for  the  Schoharie  circuit,  commencing  on  the 
17th  of  May,  1858.      * 

The  first  suit  was  commenced  on  the  15th  day  of  February, 
1858,  which  would  give  the  defendant  until  and  including  the 
8th  day  of  March  to  answer,  the  20th  day  felling  on  Sunday. 
Judgment  was,  however,  entered  for  the  plaintiff  by  default, 
on  the  8th  day  of  March,  1858.  On  the  20th  day  of  March, 
1858,  the  defendants  not  having  appeared  in  the  suit,  served 
notice  of  motion  for  the  special  term  at  Albany,  held  on  the 
last  Tuesday  of  March,  1858,  to  set  aside  the  said  judgment 
fo^  irregularity,  and  the  motion  was  granted  with  costa,  which 
costs  were  paid. 

This  was  the  state  of  things  when  the  Schoharie  circuit  com- 
menced on  the  17th  of  May.  On  the  19th  of  May,  the  plain- 
tiff entered  with  the  clerk  of  Schoharie  circuit,  an  order 
discontinuing  the  first  suit,  in  the  following  form :  "  On  mo- 
tion of  Almerin  Gallup,  attorney  for  plaintiff  in  this  action, 
ordered  that  this  action  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  discon- 
tinued." And  served  notice  thereof  on  the  defendants  and  the 
defendants'  attorney. 

On  the  17th  of  May,  the  plaintiff  on  an  affidavit,  obtained 
from  the  circuit  judge  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the  first 
suit  shoxdd  not  be  discontinued,  returnable  on  the  following 
day,  and  on  that  day  after  hearing  the  parties,  an  order  was 
granted  discontinuing  the  first  suit,  "  without  prejudice  to  the 
defence  interposed  in  the  suit  now  at  issue,"  (the  second  suit) 
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Notice  of  this  order  was  served  on  the  defendants  and  on  the 
defendants'  attorney  in  this  suit,  on  the  same  daj. 

On  the  20th  day  of  May,  1868,  this  suit  came  on  for  trial  on 
the  above  fact& 

Brewster  &  Davis,  y&rd(g^(fan&. 
H.  SunrR,  for  plaintiff . 

HoGEBOOK,  Justice.  The  case  of  AveriU  agt  PaUerson^  in 
the  court  of  appeals,  (^0^  How.  Pr,  Sep.  85,)  decides  that  to 
effect  a  discontinuance,  an  order  must  be  entered.  Hence  the 
first  suit  was  not  discontinued  when  the  Schoharie  circuit  com- 
menced on  the  17th  of  May.  There  was  nothing  that  I  dis- 
cover up  to  that  time,  which  would  have  prevented  the  plain- 
tiff from  entering  judgment  in  the  first  action.  No  answer  or 
appearance  had  been  put  in,  unless  the  notice  of  motion  to  set 
aside  the  judgment  was  an  appearance.  I  can  see  no  good 
reason  for  commencing  the  second  suit.  It  seems  to  have 
been  wholly  unnecessary. 

The  case  above  cited,  further  decides  that  where  a  plea  or 
answer  of  a  former  suit  pending  is  interposed,  it  is  competent 
for  the  plaintiff  to  discontinue  the  first  suit,  and  a  replication 
of  such  discontinuance  is  a  good  answer  to  the  plea.  Assum- 
ing that  this  means  that  the  plaintiff  may  discontinue  the  first 
suit  after  the  commencement  of  the  second,  and  afler  the  an- 
swer is  put  in,  which  certainly  allows  him  a  great  deal  of  lati- 
tude, inasmuch  as  it  allows  him  thus  to  defeat  a  plea  or  answer 
which  may  have  been  interposed  in  perfect  good  faith,  still 
I  think  the  plaintiff  has  not  taken  the  proper  steps  to  enable 
him  to*  avail  himself  of  that  reply  to  the  defendants'  answer. 
True,  he  was  not  obliged  to  reply — and  he  is  permitted  to  oc- 
cupy the  same  position  as  if  he  had  put  in  a  reply.  But  as- 
suming that  he  must  or  may  be  deemed  to  have  interposed  a 
replication  that  the  former  suit  was  discontinued,  has  he  proved 
it  ?  The  issue  must  be  deemed  to'have  been  joined  at  th^  time 
the  notice  of  trial  was  served.  At  that  time,  at  all  events, 
there  was  no  discontinuance.    Can  the  plaintiff  discontinue  at 
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any  tisie  b^ore  the  actual  trial  comes  on,  so  as  to  defeat  the 
defendant's  answer?  K  so,  he  may  wait  circuit  after  circuit, 
if  the  cause  is  not  reached,  and  ultimately  enter  his  order  jast 
before*  the  actual  trial,  and  then  impose  all  the  costs  upon  the 
defendant.  I  think  this  cannot  be  so,  I  think  the  discontinu- 
ance must  be  effected  at  least  by  tbe  time  that  the  issue  is  re- 
garded as  perfected  and  the  cause  noticed  for  trial.  This  not 
having  been  done  in  the  present  case,  the  defendants  are  en- 
titled to  judgment  as  haying  sustained  their  plea  of  a  former 
suit  pending. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Chables  Walbath  agt.  Abraham  Nellis. 

The  words  spoken  imd  complained  of  in  the  action  of  slander  in  this  case,  were : 
"  I  would  not  swear  to  what  Charles  Wahrath  has,  for  the  town  of  Palatine  or 
county  of  Montgomery, — ^Peter  J.  "Wagner  is  honestly  mistaken,  but  Charles 
Wahrath  is  wilful"    Sddy  that  no  innuendo  was  necessary. 

No  one  could  &!!  to  be  impressed  with  the  distinction  intended  to  be  made  b^ 
tween  the  two  men.  One  was  hanesUy  mistciken  in  swearing,  while  the  other 
had  sworn  wUfuUy^  and  that  the  whole  town  of  Palatine,  or  the  whole  county 
of  Montgomery,  would  be  no  consideration  for  such  swearing.  The  words  im-. 
yxa  perjury, 

Schenectady  Oeneral  Term,  January^  1859. 

Present,  C.  L.  Allen,  James,  Rosekraks  and  Potteb, 
Justices. 

The  complaint  avers  the  nttering  of  these  words  with  ref- 
erence to  the  plaintiff  *s  testimony,  in  a  suit  pending  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  viz :  "  P.  J.  W.  is  honestly  mistaken,  but 
you  are  vnl/ul,"  with  similar  expressions,  varying  the  refer- 
ence to  the  plaintiff  from  the  second  to  the  third  person. 

It  was  distinctly  alleged  that  "  P.  J.  Wagner,"  the  first  in- 
dividual referred  to,  had  been  a  witness  in  the  same  cause,  and 
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that  by  this  charge  the  defendant  meant  that  the  plaintiff  wbs 
"  wilful  in  his  testimony,"  so  rendered ;  and  that  he  designed 
to  have  it  understok>d  that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  perjury. 
The  same  count  contains  this  alleged  remark,  made  by  the  de- 
fendant :  "  I  would  not  swear  to  what  Charles  Walrath  has, 
for  the  town  of  Palatine,  or  county  of  Montgomery." 

The  defendant  interposed  a  general  demurrer  to  this  count 
of  the  complaint 

H.  SA.C1X,  for  plaintiff. 

Geo.  Yost  mid  A.  Bockes^  Jbr  defendanL 

By  the  court — ^Potter,  Justice.  If  ihe  words  charged  in 
the  first  count  of  the  complaint  are  actionable  per  ae,  the  omis- 
sion in  the  innuendo^  that  the  words  were  understood  by  those 
who  heard  them,  in  a  sense  to  make  them  actionable,  is  en- 
tirely immaterial. 

This  allegation  is  only  necessary  where  the  words  are  either 
ambiguous,  ironical  or  insinuated.  Words  in  the  latter  sense, 
are  equally  actionable  as  if  made  in  direct  terms ;  but  in  plead- 
ing in  such  cases,  it  is  necessary  to  aver  that  the  defendant,  by 
means  of  the  words  so  insinuated  or  so  ironically  or  ambigu- 
ously spoken,  meant  to  be  understood  by  the  hearers,  and  vxis 
understood,  as  charging  the  plaintiff  with  the  crime  imputed. 
{Gibson  agt.  WilliamSf  4  Wend,  820 ;  Andrews  agt.  Woodmansa^ 
15  Wend.  232  ;  5  East,  463.) 

In  the  words  charged  in  this  case,  there  is  nothing  ironical, 
nothing  insinuated,  and  I  can  see  nothing  ambiguous  in  them, 
if  we  take  them  all  together;  and  they  are  all  charged  as  be- 
ing spoken  at  the  same  time.  The  court  will  always  hold 
upon  demurrer  in  actions  of  slander,  that  words  are  to  be  un- 
derstood according  to  their  natural  import  and  according  to  the 
ideas  that  they  are  calculated  to  convey  to  the  ordinary  mind. 
Whenever  words  which  would  otherwise  be  regarded  as  am- 
biguous, are  accompanied  with  a  key  or  explanation  of  the  in- 
tent of  the  utterer,  that  conveys  to  the  mind  of  the  hearer  the 
imputation  of  crime,  no  innuendo  is  necessary.    As  for  in- 
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stance,  to  charge  that  the  plaintiff  "  has  sworn  to  a  lie,"  would 
not  be  actionable ;  but  adding  the  key  to  it,  "  he  has  sworn 
to  a  lie,  and  done  it  meaningly  to  cut  my  throat,"  was  held  ac- 
tionable, per  se,  (Cbonagt.  JRobinson,  3  Barb.  625.)  "He  has 
sworn  false,"  would  not  be  actionable,  but  "  he  has  sworn  false 
to  my  injury  six  or  seven  hundred  dollars,"  it  was  held,  per 
CoWEN,  J.,  imputed  perjury,  per  se,  {Jacobs  Sigt.  TyJer^  3  HUl^ 
572.)  "  He  has  sworn  false,  and  I  will  attend  the  grand  jury 
respecting  it,"  is  slander  ^rsc.  {Oilman  Sigt.  Lowell,  8  Wend. 
573.) 

No  innuendo  in  this  case  was  necessary.  The  words  are : 
"  I  would  not  swear  to  what  Charles  Walrath  has,  for  the  town 
of  Palatine,  or  county  of  Montgomery.  Peter  J.  Wagner  is 
honestly  mistaken,  but  Charles  Walrath  is  wilful."  Is  there 
any  ordinary  mind  that  would  fail  to  be  impressed  with  the 
distinction  intended  to  be  made  between  the  two  men  ?  One 
was  honestly  mistaken  in  swearing,  while  the  other  had  sworn 
wilfully^  and  that  the  whole  town  of  Palatine  or  the  whole 
county  of  Montgomery,  would  be  no  consideration  for  such 
swearing. 

As  it  strikes  my  mind,  these  words  import  perjury,  and  the 
complaint  is,  therefore,  good. 

The  order  of  the  special  term  should  be  atomed.  Order 
afSirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


The  People  ex  rel.  Federal  Daka  agt  John  Robertson 
and  others,  Commissioners  of  highways  of  the  town  of 

Fenner. 

Where  referees  appointed  by  a  connty  jadge  to  hear  an  appeal  from  an  order  of 
commissioners  of  highways  refusing  to  lay  out  a  road,  reverse  the  decision  of 
the  commissioners,  and  proceed  to  lay  out  the  road,  tbey  must  give  the  i^res 
day«'  wiiict  to  occupants  required  by  the  statute,  (1 K  8,  614,  §  62,)  in  order  to 
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give  them  jarisdiction  to  proceed.    That  is,  their  prooeedlngs  fai  laying  ont  the 
road  without  giving  sach  notice  are  void  for  want  of  juiiadiction. 

Madison  Special  Terrn^  December^  1858. 
Motion  for  a  peremptory  mandamus. 

Mason,  Justice.  This  case  comes  before  the  court  on  a 
motion  for  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  compel  the  commis- 
sioners of  highways  to  open  a  road.  The  jury  of  freeholders 
certified  the  road  to  be  necessary,  and  commissioners  refused 
to  lay  the  road,  and  they  appealed  to  the  county  judge,  and  he 
appointed  referees,  who  after  hearing  the  case,  reversed  the 
order  of  the  commissioners,  and  laid  out  the  road,  and  the  de- 
fendants must  be  compelled  by  the  writ  of  mandamus  to  open 
the  road,  unless  the  objections  to  the  proceedings  show  that 
the  order  of  the  referees  laying  the  road  is  invalid,  on  ac* 
count  of  defects  in  their  proceedings,  which  affect  their  juris- 
diction to  make  the  order.  These  will  now  be  considered.  The 
application  to  lay  out  a  new  road  and  discontinue  an  old  one, 
may  be  embraced  in  same  application,  (2  HilVa  i?.  443,)  and 
whether  the  proceedings  to  discontinue  the  old  road  are  valid 
or  not,  will  not  affect  the  new  road,  if  that  is  properly  laid 
out 

There  is  nothing  in  the  objection  that  the  referees  laid  out 
the  road  on  a  route  differen  tfrom  that  embraced  in  the  appli- 
cation. The  referees  are  undoubtedly  limited  to  tbe  route  cer- 
tified by  the  freeholders.  (1  Cow.^R.  142;  2  ^7.  B.  453.) 
There  has  been  a  substantial  compliance  with  this  requirement 
in  the  case  before  us. 

The  referees,  however,  most  certainly  erred  in  laying  out 
the  road,  without  giving  three  days'  notice  to  occupants  of  the 
lands  through  which  this  road  runs.  (1  B.  S.  514,  §  62.) 
Chapter  455  cf  the  Laws  of  1847,  section  8,  declares  that  these 
referees  shall  possess  all  the*  powers  and  discharge  all  the  du- 
ties heretofore  possessed  and  discharged  by  the  three  judges, 
and  give  the  same  notices  heretofore  required  to  be  given  un- 
der said  title  referred  to.     The  87th  section  of  the  road  act, 
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requires  them  to  give  written  notice  to  the  highway  commis- 
sioners of  the  time  and  place  at  which  thej  convened  to  hear 
the  appeal-  (1  R.  &  518,  §§  89,  91,)  The  notice  must  be 
served  eight  days  before  the  time  fixed  for  hearing  the  appeal, 
and  on  this  notice  the  appeal  is  heard,  and  if  they  affirm  the 
order  no  other  notice  is  required ;  i^  however,  they  reverse  the 
order  of  the  commissioDcra,  refusing  to  lay  out  a  road,  then 
the  91st  section  requires  them  to  proceed  and  lay  out  the 
road  applied  for,  and  it  declares  that  in  doing  so,  they 
shall  proceed  in  the  same  manner  in  which  commissioners  of 
highways  are  directed  to  proceed  in  like  cases.  (1  R.  &  619, 
§§91,95.) 

Now,  the  62d  section  requires  the  commissioners  of  high- 
ways before  they  shall  determine  to  lay  out  the  highway,  to 
give  the  three  days'  notice  to  the  occupants  of  the  lands  of  the 
time  and  place  at  which  they  will  meet  to  decide  on  the  ap- 
plication ;  and  the  case  of  The  Peopk  agt.  The  Judges  o/Berki- 
mer  County^  (20  W.  R.  186,)  decides  that  the  judges  must  give 
this  notice.  And  such  is  the  plain  reading  of  the  statute,  and 
the  referees,  as  we  have  seen,  are  required  to  give  the  same 
notices.  This  notice  is  indispensable  to  give  the  referees  jur- 
isdiction to  proceed. 

The  motion  for  a  peremptory  mandamus  must^  therefore,  be 
denied,  with  costs. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

Elizabeth  Armstrong,  executrix  and  devisee  agt  RichArd 

Hall. 

A  plaintiff  may  unite  a  cause  of  action  as  extcuirix  witii  one  as  deviaeet  where  hoUh 
aocmed  under  a  contract  made  by  the  testator,  with  the  defendant,  growing  oat 
of  the  same  matter.  ' 

For  instance,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  sustain  her  action  as  devisee  against  the 
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defendant  for  the  rent  of  a  fann  leased  to  the  defendant  bj  ihe  testator,  which 
had  accraed  subsequent  to  the  testator's  death ;  and  also  to  sostaan  her  aotloa 
as  exeeuMx  against  the  defendant  for  breaches  of  covenants  in  the  lease^  to  re- 
pair the  buildings,  ftc.,  on  the  premises,  and  fbr  not  returning  the  catUe^  fto,  as 
also  required  hj  the  covenants  of  the  lease. 

St.  Lawrence  Circuit  and  Special  Term^  June^  1857. 

!Demurrer  to  complaint. 

Plaintiff  averred  that  Samuel  L.  Armstrong,  deceased,  ber 
late  husband,  in  his  lifetime  and  on  the  27th  of  January,  1852, 
leased  to  the  defendant  for  the  term  of  five  years,  a  certain  lot 
of  land  in  Lisbon,  in  the  county  of  St.  Lawrence,  containing 
thirty  acres,  upon  certain  conditions  contained  in  the  lease,  and 
also  at  the  same  time  leased  to  defendant  a  certain  other  lot  or 
farm  in  the  same  town,  containing  185  acres,  for  the  same  pe- 
riod, and  also  the  use  for  the  same  time  of  ten  sheep,  ten  cows, 
one  yoke  of  oxen,  one  double  wagon,  one  plow,  one  drag,  one 
grindstone  and  one  chain,  for  300  bushels  of  potatoes  per  year, 
to  be  delivered  at  the  depot  in  Lisbon,  or  in  lieu  thereof 
money  at  the  rate  of  33i  cents  per  bushel  for  the  potatoes. 
That  the  lease  contained  averments  on  the  part  of  defendant, 
to  keep  the  fences  and  buildings  on  the  premises  in  repair, 
and  to  keep  the  cattle  and  sheep  and  utensils  in  good  order, 
and  to  so  return  them  at  the  expiration  of  the  term. 

The  complaint  further  averred,  that  defendant  entered  into 
possession  of  the  premises  and  so  remained  until  the  expiration 
of  the  term  on  the  19th  of  April,  1857;  that  the  lessor,  the  tes- 
tator, died  in  the  month  of  December,  1854,  having  executed, 
made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament,  appointing 
plaintiff  his  sole  executrix,  and  making  her  devisee  in  fee  sim- 
ple of  the  135  acre  lot.  The  plaintiff  then  assigned  for  breaches, 
that  defendant  did  not  deliver  the  potatoes  for  the  last  two 
years  of  the  term,  and  refuses  to  pay  the  $200  in  money ;  that 
he  has  not  returned  nine  of  the  cows ;  that  he  did  not  fence  the 
orchard,  or  carry  on  the  farm  or  premises  in  a  good  work- 
manlike manner,  nor  did  he  keep  the  fences  and  buildings  in 
good  repair. 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  on  the  grounds : 
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1.  That  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties,  the  plaintiJOT  claim- 
ing  to  prosecate  as  execatrix  and  also  as  devisee. 

2.  That  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action,  viz :  for 
those  which  accrued  only  to  the  heir,  and  for  those  which  ac- 
crued only  to  the  executor,  that  pjaintiflf  cannot  recover  for 
damages  to  the  freehold  and  for  rent  accruing  after  the  death 
of  the  testator ;  and  that  she  cannot  as  devisee,  recover  for  not 
returning  said  personal  property. 

Bishop  Perkins, />r^izmfejf. 
Morris  &  YAiiY,for  de/endant 

C.  L.  Allen,  Justice.  I  do  not  perceive,  as  was  contended 
on  the  argument,  that  there  is  any  breach  assigned  under  that 
part  of  the  lease  relating  to  the  thirty  acre  lot.  The  breaches 
seem  to  be  wholly  confined  to  that  part  which  demises  the  lot 
of  135  acres.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  defendant  has  not  paid 
the  rent  for  the  last  two  years,  which  accrued  after  the  deatl^ 
of  the  testator,  and  which  she  must  be  entitled  to  recover  if  at 
all,  as  devisee  of  the  premises  and  not  as  executrix,  as  in  the 
latter  capacity,  she  could  only  be  entitled  to  recover  for  rent 
due  up  to  the  time  of  the  testator's  death. 

She  also  claims  to  recover  for  breach  of  the  covenants  for 
repair,  and  for  not  returning  the  cattle.  This  claim  she  must 
sustain  if  at  all  as  executrix.  The  question  then  is,  whether 
she  can  unite  the  two  causes  of  action  in  one  suit  and  in  the 
same  count? 

It  has  been  correctly  remarked,  in  my  judgment,  "that 
the  equitable  interest  is  with  very  few  and  slight  exceptions, 
the  grand  criterion  as  to  who  are  or  are  not  the  necessary  or 
proper  parties  to  a  proceeding  of  whatever  nature."  (1  }VhiL 
58;  note  to  Voorhies'  Code,  1857,  §§  111,  112,  117.)  And  the 
rule  in  chancery  always  was,  that  every  person  interested  in 
the  event  of  a  suit,  or  necessary  to  the  relief  sought,  must  be 
made  a  party.    (9  Cow.  537 ;  2  Paige,  278.) 

By  the  CJode,  section  167,  the  plaintiff  may  unite  in  the  samo 
complaint  several  causes  of  action,  whether  they  be  such  as 
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liave  been  heretofore  denominaledlegalor  equitable,  when  they 
all  arise  out  of  the  same  transaction,  or  transactions  connected 
with  the  same  subject  of  action,  provided  they  affect  all  the 
parties  to  the  action  and  are  separately  stated.  The  object  of 
the  Code  seems  to  have  been  to  avoid  a  multiplicity  of  actions, 
and  to  effect  if  possible,  between  the  same  parties  in  one  ac- 
tion, an  end  of  the  controversy.  The  testator,  if  living,  could 
not  recover  but  in  one  action,  and  by  section  111,  every  ac- 
tion must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  party  in  interest  The 
devisees  and  legatees  are  the  real  parties  under  a  will  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  the^ executors;  but  by  section  119,  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  or  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  or  a  person 
expressly  authorized  by  statute,  may  sue  without  joining  with 
him,  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted. 

This  section  leaves  section  111  in  force,  as  was  the  object  of 
the  commissioners  of  the  Code,  when  they  declared  that  they 
intended  to  require  in  the  same  action  all  parties  necessary  to 
make  an  end  to  the  controversy.  {See  Hieir  notes.)  Here  the 
defendant  ought  not  to  complain  that  the  plaintiff  has  com- 
menced but  one  suit  against  him,  when  she  ought  to  have 
commenced  two.  She  unites  the  right  of  E.  A.  as  executrix 
with  the  right  of  E.  A.  as  devisee,  both  rights  accruing  under 
a  contract  made  by  the  testator  with  the  defendant,  and  grow- 
ing out  of  the  same  matter. 

She  has  a  common  interest  as  executrix  and  devisee  in  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action,  and  this  would  be  good  ground 
for  joining  in  a  court  of  equity.  (1  Paige^  20;  12  Barb.  28.) 
It  is  proper  to  say  that  the  case  cited  by  defendant's  counsel 
of  Pugsley  agt.  Allerij  (14  Barb.  116,)  was  reversed  by  court  of 
appeals.     {l$t  Kernan,  494.) 

I  think  the  demurrer  is  not  well  taken,  and  there  must  be 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  for  defendant  to  answer 
on  payment  of  $22  costs.     Order  accordingly. 
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SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Joseph  A.  BnriNG,  Respondent  agt  George  E.  Vanden- 
BURGH  and  others,  Appellants. 

la  a  person's  ioaich  exempt  by  law  fh)m  execution  ?  In  the  great  miiltitade  of 
caaee,  a  watch  Ib  carried  for  mere  oonvenienco,  and  the  statnte  would  not  pr»* 
eerve  it  for  the  use  of  the  debtor,  because  though  convenient  it  ia  not  necm- 
dory. 

Under  certain  circumstances  a  watch  or  a  clock  maj  be  bo  necessary  that  when 
in  actual  use,  either  of  them  maj  be  within  the  description  of  necessaiy  /mw- 
TtoldJumUure.  For  instance,  where  a  watch  ia  hung  up  for  use  in  the  house  of 
a  family  (having  no  dock)  whose  daily  avocations  are  of  such  a  nature  that  a 
timepiece  is  indispensable. 

And  in  cases  in  which  the  nature  of  a  man's  employment  is  such  that  a  timepiece 
is  necessary  to  the  prosecution  of  the  business  by  which  he  obtains  a  livelihood, 
and  where  he  uses  his  watch  in  the  buaness  itseli  Cases  may  occur  in  which 
his  business  cannot  be  done,  or  if  he  be  an  employee,  his  duties  cannot  be  dis- 
chaiged  without  a  watch.  In  such  case,  his  watch  maj  properly  be  included 
within  the  terms  "  working  tools." 

A  watch  in  the  possession  of  a  debtor  which  belonged  to  his  deceased  wife,  and 
which  was  given  to  her  by  her  mother,  will  not  be  ordered  to  be  delivered  to  a 
receiver  of  the  debtor,  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution. 

It  must  now  be  deemed  well  settled  that  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution 
after  the  return  tliereof  unsatisfied,  are  proceedings  before  a  judge  oiUofc<mr% 
not  a  proceeding  in  court 

Where  after  tlie  issuing  of  an  execution,  it  is  made  to  appear  that  t^c  debtor  has 
property  which  he  refuses  to  applj  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  the  comi 
may  make  an  order  and  direct  proceedings  to  compel  such  application.  But 
proceedings  had  for  the  discovery  of  property  after  execution  is  returned,  must 
be  had  before  d,  judge  out  of  eour%  and  when  so  conmienced  the  court  as  snch, 
has  no  authority  to  make  any  order  therein. 

And  it  was  heU  where  a  motion  was  made  and  decided  at  special  term  that  an 
attachment  issue  against  the  defendant  for  neglecting  to  deliver  his  property  to 
a  receiver  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution,  after  execution  returned 
unsatisfied,  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  such  an  order ;  it  should 
have  been  made  by  a  judge  out  of  court 

General  Terrrij  January^  1859. 

Before  BoswoRTH,  C%,  c/i,  Slosson,  Woodruff  ani  MoK- 
GRIEF,  Justices, 
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Pboceiedings  were  taken  in  this  action  supplementary  to 
execution,  before  one  of  the  justices  of  this  court,  in  which  the 
defendants  were  examined  touching  their  prc^rty,  after  the 
return  of  an  execution  unsatisfied,  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  292  of  the  Code. 

Upon  that  examination^  it  appeared  that  among  other  arti* 
cles  of  personal  property,  each  of  three  of  the  defendants  was 
in  possession  of  a  watch.  A  receiver  was  appointed,  and  an 
order  was  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Hoffman,  on  the  27th  day  of 
November,  1858,  that  the  defendants  deliver  to  the  receiver  all 
their  effects,  &c.,  which  they  or  any  of  them  had  when  served 
with  the  original  order,  except  such  property  as  is  by  law  ex- 
empt from  execution,  &c. 

The  receiver  demanded  from  the  defendants  their  property, 
including  the  watches.  The  defendants  refused  to  deliver  the 
property.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  thereupon  served,  upon  the 
attorney  for  the  defendants,  a  notice  dated  October  the  22d, 
1858,  that  a  motion  would  be  made  "  ai  a  special  term  of  New* 
York  superior  coui%  at  City  Hall  New- York,  on  first  Monday 
of  November  next,  at  10  o'clock,  A.M.,  that  an  attachment 
issue  against  the  defendants  for  neglecting  to  deliver  their 
property." 

Before  this  motion  was  made,  the  defendants'  attorney  served 
upon  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  a  notice  dated  December, 
the  5th,  1868,  that  upon  certain  affidavits,  &<J.,  "  this  court  wiU 
be  moved  at  a  special  term  thereof,  to  be  held  at  the  City  Hall 
in  the  city  of  New- York,  on  the  22d  day  of  December,  1868, 
at  the  opening  of  die  court  on  that  day,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as 
counsel  can  be  heard,"  that  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Hoffman 
be  vacated,  and  that  the  defendants  be  discharged  from  the 
supplementary  proceedings. 

The  two  motions  were  brought  on  together  at  the  special 
term,  and  an  order  was  there  made  and  entered,  that  the  de- 
fendants deliver  certain  specified  property  to  the  receiver,  in- 
cluding the  three  watches  above  mentioned,  and  that  upon  the 
defendants  complying  with  the  order,  such  compliance  to  ope- 
rate as  a  discharge  from  the  supplemental  order  herein,  but  on 
Vol.  XVIL  6 
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non-compliance  with  this  order  within  five  days  after  service 
of  a  copy  hereof,  an  attachment  to  issue  against  such  of  the  de- 
fendants as  do  not  comply,  as  for  a  contempt 

From  so  much  of  the  order  as  required  three  of  the  defend- 
ants to  deliver  their  watches  respectively  to  the  receiver,  the 
defendants  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

John  Aitken,  for  respondent. 
John  Fitch,  for  appellants. 

By  the  court  —Woodruff,  Justice.  The  question  discussed 
upon  this  appeal  was,  whether  under  the  statute  of  1842,  {Sess. 
Laws  of  1842,  chap,  157,  §  1,)  the  defendants'  watches  are  ex- 
empt from  execution  ?  For  if  so,  they  are  not  liable  to  be 
reached  by  supplementary  proceedings,  and  the  order  direct- 
ing their  delivery  to  the  receiver  was  erroneous. 

The  three  defendants  by  whom  respectively  the  watches  are 
held,  have  it  is  alleged,  each  a  family  for  whom  ho  provides, 
and  he  claims  to  retain  his  watch  upon  the  ground  that  upon 
the  facts  shown  on  the  motion  at  special  term,  the  watch  within 
a  fiiir  and  reasonable  construction  of  the  statute,  is  within  the 
description  in  the  statute  which  exempts  "  necessary  house- 
hold furniture  and  working  took^  The  statutes  reserving  a 
small  anaount  for  the  benefit  of  a  debtor's  family,  have  hereto- 
fore received  a  liberal  construction  in  the  cases  in  which  their 
provisions  have  been  considered.  {See  25  IVendell  E.  370 ; 
11  Leg.  Obs.  250 ;  5  How.  Fr.  Hep.  288 ;  8  id.  75 ;  8  Abbott, 
466.) 

Under  certain  circumstances  a  watch  or  a  clock  may  no 
doubt,  be  so  necessary  that  when  in  actual  use,  either  of  them 
may  be  within  the  dcscri{)tion  of  necessary  household  furniture. 
So  it  has  once  been  held  in  this  court,  if  a  watch  hung  up  for 
use  in  the  house  of  a  family  (having  no  clock)  whose  daily 
avocations  were  of  such  a  nature  that  Sk  timepiece  was  indis- 
{)ensable.  We  can  readily  imagine  cases  in  which  the  nature 
of  a  man's  employment  is  such  that  a  timepiece  is  necessary  to 
the  prosecution  of  the  business  by  which  he  obtains  a  liveli- 


KEW-TORK  PRACnCE  REPORT&  88 

Bitting  agt  Vandenburgh. 

hood,  and  where  lie  uses  his  watch  in  the  very  business  itself. 
Cases  may  occur  in  which  his  business  cannot  be  done,  or  if 
he  be  an  employee,  his  duties  cannot  be  discharged  without  a 
watch.  In  such  case,  his  watch  naay  properly  be  included 
within  the  terms  '*  working  tools." 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  clear  that  in  the  great  multitude  of 
cases,  a  watch  is  carried  for  mere  convenience,  and  the  statute 
would  not  preserve  it  for  the  use  of  the  debtor,  because  though 
convenient  it  is  not  necessary.  We  do  not  feel  at  liberty  in 
this  case  to  determine  whether  the  watches  in  question  are  ex- 
empt or  not  under  the  •  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  affida- 
vits and  the  examination  of  the  debtors.  We  should  hesi- 
tate in  ordering  a  delivery  to  the  receiver  of  the  watch  now  in 
the  possession  of  one  of  the  defendants,  which  belonged  to  his 
deceased  wife,  and  which  was  a  present  to  her  from  her  mother 
before  marriage.  This,  we  presume,  the  plaintiff  himself, 
on  further  reflection,  will  not  desire  to  take.  The  gift  appears 
to  have  been  made  to  her  since  the  statutes  of  1847  and  1848, 
by  which  gifts  so  made  are  the  separate  property  of  the  wife; 
and  if  not  the  property  of  the  husband  the  creditor  cannot  take 
it  from  him  if  he  would,  and  whether  necessary  for  his  use  or 
not.  The  proofs  in  relation  to  the  other  watches  are  not  so 
full  as  we  should  desire  if  we  were  now  to  decide  whether  they 
ought  to  be  deemed  working  tools  or  not. 

But  as  above  suggested,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  decide  that 
question.  We  have  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case  to  make  any 
order,  except  to  affirm  or  reverse  the  order  made  at  special 
term.  And  the  special  term  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make  any 
order  upon  the  motions  which  were  there  made.  It  has  often 
been  held  and  is  now  to  be  deemed  settled,  that  proceedings 
supplementary  to  execution  after  the  return  thereof  unsatisfied, 
are  proceedings  before  a  judge  out  of  court,  not  a  proceeding 
in  court. 

Where  after  the  issuing  of  an  execution,  it  is  made  to  ap- 
pear that  the  debtor  has  property  which  he  refuses  to  apply  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  the  court  may  make  an  order 
and  direct  proceedings  to  compel  such  application.    But  pro- 
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ceedings  bad  for  the  discovery  of  property  after  the  execntion 
is  returned,  must  be  had  before  a  judge  out  of  court,  and 
when  so  commenced,  the  court  as  such,  has  no  authority  to 
make  any  order  therein. 

This  proceeding  is  of  the  latter  description.  It  was  taken 
under  the  first  clause  of  section  292,  and  was  conducted  before 
a  judge  out  of  court  down  to  and  including  the  order  appoint- 
ing a  receiver,  and  directing  generally  that  the  debtors  deliver 
to  him  their  property  not  exempt  from  execution.  But  the 
notices  of  the  present  motion  which  were  made  at  special  term, 
are  unequivocal  and  explicit;  no  words  were  used  therein  which 
can  be  taken  to  indicate  an  intention  to  move  before  the  judge, 
or  that  can  warrant  us  in  saying  that  the  words  "  at  special 
term,"  may  be  taken  to  designate  the  place,  where  for  the  time 
being,  the  judge  might  be  found. 

Nor  was  the  order  in  fact  made  by  the  judge,  as  a  judge  out 
of  court ;  it  does  not  purport  to  be  signed  by  him.  The  no- 
tices are  that  a  motion  will  be  made  **  at  a  special  term  of  the 
court,"  and  "  that  this  court  will  be  moved  at  a  special  term 
thereof"  The  motions  were  in  fact  made  before  the  court  at 
special  term.  The  order  was  entered  in  the  minutes  and  is  cer- 
tified as  an  order  of  the  court  at  special  term.  The  court  had 
no  power  to  make  any  order  in  these  proceedings,  and  the  ac- 
tion of  the  special  term  must  be  reversed  upon  that  groimd. 

Had  the  order  been  made  by  the  judge  out  of  court,  and  been 
entered  with  the  clerk  pursuant  to  section  850,  for  the  purpose 
of  appealing  therefrom,  the  proceeding  would  have  been  regu- 
lar. But  that  was  not  the  course  pursued.  Counsel  for  both 
parties  have  fallen  into  error  in  this  matter,  and  a  reversal  was 
not  insisted  upon  on  this  ground,  but  we  are  not  willing  to  af- 
firm an  order  which  we  are  clear  the  special  term  had  no  au- 
thority to  make. 

Order  reversed,  without  costs  to  either  party. 

Akeljagt  Akely. 
Lewin  agt  Stewart 
Bartle  agt  GilmazL 
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OYER  AND  TERMINEB. 
Thb  People  agt  Mary  Hartung. 

The  followiog  irregularities  in  the  deliberations  of  a  joiy  in  a  case  of  m«fcbr  were 
established :  One  of  the  jurors  inquired  of  a  constable  in  attendance,  whether 
the  jury  could  not  bring  in  a  verdict  of  manslaughter  ?  Stating  at  the  same 
time,  that  if  thoj  could  do  so,  the  whole  jury  would  agree  on  such  a  verdict 
Upon  which,  the  constable  in  vioUition  of  his  duty  and  oath,  undertook  to  give 
bis  opinion.  The  Revised  Statutes  were  subsequently  sent  for  by  the  jury,  and 
their  provisions  in  relation  to  the  crimes  of  murder  and  manslaughter,  ex- 
amined. 

Edd,  that  these  irregularities  of  the  jury  would  have  been  sufficient  to  vitiate  the 
verdict,  unless  it  had  appeared  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt  that  no  injury  had 
resulted  from  it  to  the  defendant 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  evidence  of  jurors  Is  not  allowed  for  the  purpose  of  im- 
peaching or  in  any  way  impairing  the  effect  of  their  verdict  Much  lees  are 
their  unsworn  and  irresponsible  statements  as  to  the  occurrences  in  the  jury 
room  to  be  allowed  to  be  brought  second  hand  before  the  court,  in  support  of 
an  application  to  set  aside  their  verdict 

The  practice  of  one  or  more  constables  being  constantly  present  in  the  jury  room, 
is  not  to  bo  commended,  but  it  seems  there  is  no  rule  which  prohibits  it 

Tlie  defendaat^s  counsel  took  the  ground  that  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  not,  and  could  not  have  been  the  result  of  that  calm 
deliberation  and  concurring  judgment  which  alone  could  fitly  characterize  so 
momentous  an  act.  '  The  court  on  a  review  of  the  oircumstanoes,  thought  other- 
wise, and  denied  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Albany  Oyer  and  Terminer^  March,  1859. 
Motion  by  defendant  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  groimd  of  irr^- 
ularJty  of  the  jury. 

Wm.  J.  Hadley  and  Andrew  J.  CoLViN,yor  defendant 
Samuel  Courtney,  District  Attorney^  and  Lyman  Trk- 
HAIN,  Attorney- General,  for  Uiepeoph. 

By  the  court — Harris,  Justice.  This  application  is  founded 
upon  irregularities  which  are  alleged  to  have  occurred  in  the 
jury  room  while  thejurors  were  engaged  in  their  deliberations. 
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But  one  of  these  irregularities  is  established  by  proof.  It 
does  appear  that  one  of  the  jurors  inquired  of  a  constable  who 
was  in  attendance,  whether  the  jury  could  not  bring  in  a  ver- 
dict of  manslaughter,  stating  at  the  same  time,  that  if  they 
could  do  so,  the  whole  jury  would  agree  on  such  a  verdict 
The  constable,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  well  as  his  oath,  un- 
dertook to  give  his  opinion.  lie  said  he  thought  they  could, 
but  added,  that  they  had  better  consult  their  foreman,  who  be- 
ing a  justice  ofOie  peace,  would  probably  know.  The  Revised 
Statutes  were  subsequently  sent  for  by  the  jury,  and  their 
provisions  in  relation  to  the  crimes  of  murder  and  manslaugh- 
ter examined. 

This  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  jury  was  a  reprehensible 
irregularity,  and  is  sufficient  to  vitiate  the  verdict,  unless  it  ap- 
pears beyond  all  reasonable  doubt,  that  no  injury  has  resulted 
from  it  to  the  defendant.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  con- 
sider this  question.  After  the  jury  had  thus  endeavored  to 
ascertain  for  themselves  whether  they  conld  find  the  defend- 
ant guilty  of  manslaughter,  they  caine  into  court  and  stated 
they  all  agreed  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  to  some  extent,  but 
were  divided  in  opinion  as  to  the  degree  of  her  guilt  They 
then  inquired  of  the  court  whether  they  could  render  any  other 
verdict  than  that  of  guilty  or  not  guilty  of  the  crime  charged  ? 
They  were  instructed  that  a  verdict  of  manslaughter  would 
not  be  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  that  guilty  or  not  guilty 
of  the  crime  charged,  was  the  only  verdict  which  they  could 
appropriately  render.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  cannot 
be  possible  that  the  defendant  was  in  any  way  prejudiced  by 
the  attempt  of  the  jury  to  ascertain  by  consulting  the  Eevised 
Statutes,  whether  they  could  not  convict  her  of  a  minor  of- 
fence. It  is  very  certain,  I  think,  that  the  verdict  has  not  beea 
affected  in  the  least  degree  by  the  impropriety  of  the  jury  in 
seeking  to  inform  themselves  as  to  the  law. 

The  other  charges  of  misconduct,  some  of  which  if  estab- 
lished, would  be  quite  sufficient  to  avoid  the  verdict,  are  en- 
tirely unproved.  These  charges  rest  upon  the  affidavit  of  the 
defendant's  counsel  who  do  not  profess  to  have  any  knowledge 
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on  the  subject  themselves,  but  make  their  statements  upon 
their  information  and  belief.  Nor  do  they  give  the  sources  of 
such  information.  From  the  character  of  the  charges,  how- 
3ver,  it  may  be  inferred  that  it  was  derived  from  some  one  or 
more  of  the  jurors  themselves.  The  constables  who  were  in 
ittendance  upon  the  jury,  have  each  so  far  as  they  could,  de- 
nied the  truth  of  these  charges. 

No  rule  of  law  is  better  settled  than  that  the  evidence  of 
jurors  is  not  to  be  allowed  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  or  in 
any  way  impairing  the  effect  of  their  verdict.  The  doctrine 
has  long  been  established  in  England.  It  has  been  maintained 
with  singular  steadiness  and  unanimity  in  the  United  States — 
with  the  exception  of  Tennessee,  where  following  an  early  pre- 
cedent, its  courts  have  somewhat  modified  the  rule.  There  is 
not  I  think,  another  state  in  which  the  rule  has  not  been  as- 
serted and  enforced.  Even  in  Tennessee,  where  the  aflBtdavits 
of  jurors  have  sometimes  been  received  to  prove  facts  which 
tended  to  vitiate  their  verdict,  the  courts  have  repeatedly  de- 
clared that  the  practice  was  dangerous  and  ought  not  to  be  ex- 
tended a  single  step  beyond  what  it  had  already  attained. 

But  aside  from  all  adjudication,  the  doctrine  rests  upon  the 
clearest  principles  of  public  policy.  It  is  infinitely  better  that 
the  irregularities  which  undoubtedly  sometimes  occur  in  the 
jury  room,  should  be  tolerated,  rather  than  to  throw  open  the 
doors  and  allow  every  disappointed  party  to  penetrate  into  its 
secrets.  The  most  enlightened  jurists  have  united  in  deprecat- 
ing the  mischiefs  which  would  flow  from  such  a  license. 
Nothing  would  be  more  sure  to  detract  from  the  confidence  or 
weaken  the  security  which  the  community  now  feel  in  this 
justly  cherished  mode  of  trial.  If  this  sanctuary  were  to  be 
thrown  wide  open  and  an  inquisition  held  upon  the  conduct  of 
jurors  and  the  reasons  upon  which  individually  their  verdict 
was  founded,  the  trial  by  jury  now  held  in  such  sacred  re- 
gard, could  not  long  survive  the  dishonor  to  which  it  would  in- 
evitably be  exposed. 

But  if  jurors  should  not  be  allowed  to  give  evidence  to  de- 
stroy their  own  verdict,  how  much  more  objectionable  it  would 
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be  to  allow  them  to  expose  the  occurrences  of  the  jury  room 
and  allow  their  unsworn  and  irresponsible  statements  to  be 
brought  second  hand  before  the  court,  in  support  of  an  appli- 
cation to  set  aside  their  verdict  It  is  impossible  to  give  the 
least  efTect  to  such  statements  without  a  fearful  departure  from 
the  very  first  principles  of  evidence. 

A  point  was  made  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  though  it  was 
not  much  pressed  upon  the  argument,  that  the  constables  sworn 
to  attend  the  jury,  were  one  or  more  of  them  constantly  pres- 
ent in  the  jury  room.  The  practice  is  not  in  my  judgment  to 
be  commend«i,  and  yet  it  is  almost  if  not  quite  universal,  and 
I  know  of  no  rule  which  prohibits  it.  Few  verdicts  could 
stand,  if  this  were  a  ground  of  impeachment. 

The  only  other  ground  urged  by  the  defendant's  counsel  in 
support  of  their  application  is,  that  the  verdict  is  not  and  could 
not  have  been  the  result  of  that  calm  deliberation  and  concur- 
ring judgment  which  alone  could  fitly  characterize  so  momen- 
tous an  act.  I  have  not  thus  regarded  the  action  of  the  jury. 
From  the  commencement  of  the  trial  imtil  their  verdict  was 
pronounced,  I  believe  the  jury  were  fully  impressed  with  the 
solemnity  of  their  duty.  Certainly  I  have  seen  no  evidence  to 
ihe  contrary. 

It  is  true,  that  after  they  had  been  engaged  in  their  deliber- 
ations ybrfye/i^A^  hours,  they  declared  themselves  unable  to 
agree  upon'  a  verdict,  and  yet  in  a  very  minutes  after,  they 
rendered  their  verdict  of  guilty.  To  me,  however,  in  view  of 
all  the  circumstances,  this  fact  does  not  seem  surprising.  The 
defence  was  presented  with  a  degree  of  zeal  and  professional 
skill  unsurpassed,  if  not  unequalled  in  my  experience  of  crim- 
inal trials.  To  all  who  witnessed  the  trial,  its  effect  was  mani- 
fest. It  was  felt  by  all.  It  awakened  not  only  in  the  jury, 
but  in  all  who  took  part  in  the  trial,  an  active  sympathy  for  the 
defendant.  The  press  of  the  city  and  the  community  gener* 
ally,  manifested  a  kindred  feeling.  It  was  under  these  cir- 
cumstances and  such  influences,  that  the  jury  retired  to  delib- 
erate upon  their  verdict. 

The  theory  of  the  defence  had  been,  that  but  one  person  was 
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guilty  of  the  crime  as  principal,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
not  that  person.  It  is  evident  from  the  communications  re- 
ceived from  the  jury  during  the  progress  of  their  deliberations, 
that  much  of  their  time  was  occupied  witli  the  consideration 
of  the  question  whether  the  defendant  or  the  other  person 
whose  name  was  associated  with  that  of  the  defendant  in  the 
testimony,  was  most  guilty.  No  juror  seems  at  any  time  to 
have  thought  the  defendant  innocent  The  question  upon 
which  they  were  divided  in  opinion  was,  which  of  the  two 
persons  implicated  in  the  transaction  was  most  guilty  ?  Thus, 
in  the  communication  made  to  the  judge  by  one  of  the  jurors 
on  Sunday  evening,  it  is  asked  whether,  "  if  the  jury,  after 
the  most  careful  and  laborious  investigation,  are  absolutely  un- 
able to  find  which  of  the  inculpated  parties  is  most  guilty,  a 
verdict  of  not  guilty  could  be  rendered  ?"  The  communication 
made  to  the  court  on  Monday  morning,  indicates  a  similar  di- 
vision of  opinion  among  the  jury.  When,  in  consequence  of 
the  instructions  they  then  received,  the  jury  found  themselves 
restricted  to  the  single  question  whether  the  defendant  was 
guilty  or  innocent  of  the  crime  charged,  without  reference  to 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  any  other  person,  their  previous  de- 
liberations had  prepared  them  to  answer  the  question.  Their 
work  was  done,  and  they  at  once  and  unanimously  said,  she 
is  not  innocent — she  is  guilty.  The  verdict  was  clearly  war- 
ranted by  the  testimony.  The  defendant  had  herself  procured 
the  poison.  She  procured  it  too  in  a  manner  and  under  cir- 
cumstances tending  strongly  to  prove  a  guilty  purpose,  ^t 
was  in  her  own  bands  on  Sunday  evening.  On  Tuesday,  it 
was  hastening  to  i)erform  its  deadly  work.  It  i&  possible  that 
the  poison  passed  from  the  hand  of  the  defendant  to  another 
hand,  by  which  it  was  administered  to  the  deceased.  But  the 
testimony  reveals  no  such  hand.  And  even  if  it  were  con- 
ceded that  another  participated  in  the  crime,  the  circumstances 
are  such  as  scarcely  to  warrant  the  jury  in  exonerating  the  de- 
fendant from  guilt. 

Having  thus  considered  all  the  grounds  presented  by  the 
defendant's  counsel  in  support  of  their  application,  and  as  I 
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trust,  with  an  anxious  desire  that  no  injustice  should  be  done 
to  the  defendant,  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  been  led  is, 
that  the  court  is  not  at  liberty  to  interfere  with  the  verdict. 
The  motion  for  a  new  trial  must,  therefore,  be  denied. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

Aaron  H.  Bean  agt.  Peter  Eenway,  impleaded  with  Ed- 
ward Wells. 

This  case  presents  a  purchase  of  goods  upon  false  represeutationSy  (not  nnfrequent 
in  the  city  of  New- York,)  upon  these  facts : 

The  goods  were  sold  bj  the  plaintiff  to  defendant  Wells,  upon  a  credit  of  six 
months,  upon  the  representations  of  defendant  Renwaj,  that  Wells  was  good 
and  responsible  to  the  extent  of  $800  to  $1,000.  That  he  was  a  prudent  and 
careful  man,  worth  $2,000  to  $3,000,  and  owed  very  little  if  anything,  and  that 
he  was  every  way  responsible  and  worthy  of  credit 

When  the  fact  was,  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  Wells  was  considerably  in  debt^ 
and  in  reality  insolvent,  and  Ronway  knew  it,  for  among  other  debts  of  Wells, 
was  a  judgment  against  him  in  favor  of  Renway,  for  $1,000,  docketed  only  one 
month  previous  to  the  purchase,  and  upon  which  an  execution  was  issued  and 
put  in  the  hands  of  an  officer,  and  on  the  arrival  of  the  goods  from  New- York,  and 
before  they  reached  Wells'  store,  the  execution  was  fastened  upon  them  by  a 
famiL'ar  proceeding  called  a  levy.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  plaintiff  with 
costs. 

New  -  York  Oeneral  Term,  December^  1858. 

Before  Davies,  P.  eT".,  Sutherland  and  Ingraham,  Justices. 

The  summons  in  this  action  was  for  relief,  and  the  com- 
plaint alleged  fraud  and  misrepresentations  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  Renway,  upon  the  purchase  of  the  articles  set  forth 
in  the  complaint,  consisting  of  wines,  brandies  and  liquors.  The 
cause  being  at  issue  upon  the  pleadings,  it  was  by  stipulation 
of  the  attorneys  of  the  respectiye  parties,  and  the  order  of  the 
court,  referred  to  Amos  K.  Hadley,  Esq.,  as  sole  referee.  The 
defendant  Edward  Wells,  was  not  served  with  either  a  copy  of 
the  summons  or  complaint.     The  referee  found  and  reported 
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as  matters  of  fact :  Tbat  in  the  early  part  of  August^  1851,  the 
plaintiff  at  the  city  of  New- York,  sold  and  delivered  to  the  de* 
fendant  Edward  Wells,  merchandise  to  the  amount  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty-eight  dollars  and  fifty-six  cents,  on  a  credit, 
of  six  months,  for  which  he  took  said  Wells'  promissory  note. 
That  the  order  for  them  was  received  and  the  bill  thereof  dated 
the  30th  day  of  July,  1851,  but  the  goods  were  not  delivered 
till  some  time  in  August,  1851.  That  the  delay  in  the  deliy- 
ery  of  the  goods  grew  out  of  the  plaintiff's  doubt  and  hesitancy 
about  the  responsibility  of  said  Wells.  That  he  was  finally 
induced  to  sell  and  deliver  the  goods  to  Wells,  by  the  repre- 
sentations of  the  defendant  Renway,  that  he  (Wells)  was  good 
and  responsible  to  the  extent  of  $800  to  $1,000.  That  he  was 
a  prudent  and  careful  man,  worth  $2,000  to  $3,000,  and  owed 
very  little  if  anything,  and  that  he  was  every  way  responsible 
and  worthy  of  credit 

That  at  the  time  of  such  sale  and  delivery,  the  said  Wells 
was  considerably  in  debt,  and  was  in  fact  insolvent^  and  that 
the  defendant  Benway  knew  it,  and  that  among  other  debts 
owing  by  Wells  at  the  time  of  this  sale  was  a  judgment  dock- 
eted against  him  on  the  30th  day  of  June,  1851,  one  month 
before  the  sale,  in  favor  of  defendant  Peter  Renway,  for  $1,000 
and  costs,  and  on  which  judgment  the  said  defendant  Renway, 
caused  an  execution  to  be  issued  and  served  upon  the  same 
goods  so  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  Wells,  on  their 
arrival  at  Whitehall,  and  before  they  reached  the  store  of  said 
Wells.  That  such  representations  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant Renway,  were  false  and  firaudulent,  were  designed  to  in- 
duce and  did  induce  the  sale  and  delivery  aforesaid. 

And  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judg- 
ment against  both  defendants,  for  said  sum  of  two  hundred 
and  fifty-eight  dollars  and  fifty-six  cents,  and  interest  thereon 
from  the  first  day  of  February,  1852,  amounting  together  up 
to  the  date  of  the  report,  to  three  hundred  and  seventy  dollars 
and  eighteen  cents,  ($370.18,)  besides  costs  of  the  action. 

Prom  the  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  the  referee, 
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the  defendant  Benwaj  appealed  to  tlie  general  term  of  Hais 
court 

John  ¥ttcb, /or  plaintiff. 
Potter  &  Tannk^  for  defendant 

By  the  court — Sutherland,  Justice.  There  is  a  good  cause 
of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  against  the  defendant  Ren- 
way,  to  which  he  appeared  and  answered,  and  the  issue  was 
referred  to  A.  K.  Hadley,  Esq.,  who  reported  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  report  of  the  referee,  and  the  judgment  entered 
'  thereon,  were  abundantly  justified  by  the  case  and  the  evi- 
dence. The  evidence  in  the  case,  to  which  no  objection  was 
made,  appears  to  us  to  have  been  abundantly  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize the  conclusion  to  which  the  referee  arrived.  And  we 
are  at  a  loss  to  see  upon  what  ground  the  defendant  Eenway, 
expected  this  court  to  set  aside  the  report  of  the  referee. 

The  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  the  referee  must  be 
affirmed  with  costs. 


Note. — ^The  merchante  in  the  city  of  New-York,  it  is  pretty  generally  under- 
stood, are  very  frequently  the  victims  of  this  fraudulent  and  to  some  extent  sya- 
tematic  reducing  process.  And  the  courts  in  the  city  appear  to  understand  and 
intend  from  the  frequency  of  such  cases,  that  no  mock  trials  or  judgments  will  bo 
tolerated  in  reference  to  them,  and  that  each  successive  case  of  the  kind  will  have 
a  tendency  to  nerve  the  arm  of  justice,  and  insure  a  more  powerful  blow  upon 
the  head  of  the  offender,  so  that  the  practice  wUi  probably  become  extra  hazard- 
ons,  besides  being  in  the  end  extremely  inconvenient  to  pursue, — [Eepobteb. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

John  Willins,  Respondent  agt.  H.  H.  Wheeler,  Appel- 
lant. 

Bj  the  issuing  of  a  Jang  summona  hj  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  itssenrlce  and  re- 
turn on  a  naihresideni  defendant  of  bis  conntj,  the  justice  acquires  nojurisdio' 
Hon  over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  a  judgment  rendered  upon  serrioe 
of  such  process  is  void. 

And  where  upon  service  of  such  summons^  the  defendant  appeared  before  the  jus- 
tice, on  the  return  daj,  to  state  that  he  was  not  a  resident  of  the  county,  and 
did  not  otherwise  appear  in  the  cause,  AeU^  that  it  ought  to  be  considered  a 
good  plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  at  all  events  it  was  not  such  appearance  aa  to  give 
jurisdiction  to  the  justice. 

And  further,  such  objection  by  the  defendant  was  not  waived,  by  the  justice  pro- 
ceeding to  take  testimony  and  render  judgment  agamst  the  defendant ;  such  a 
judgment  was  entirely  null,  and  the  plaintiff  could  not  enforce  it  in  any  way. 

And  besides,  such  a  fatal  defect  in  jurisdiction  cannot  be  cured  by  a  mere  omis- 
aon  to  take  the  objection.  The  defendant  is  never  in  court  at  all,  nor  in  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  do  or  say  anything  in  the 
premises. 

Brooklyn  General  Temiy  February^  1859. 

The  appellant  (Wheeler,)  a  non-resident  of  Kings  county, 
was  sued  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  that  county,  by  a  long 
summons,  and  judgment  was  taken  against  him  by  default. 
Wheeler  appealed  to  the  county  court  of  Kings  county,  and 
put  in  an  affidavit  in  that  courts  (under  the  provisions  of  the 
Code,)  showing  that  he  was  a  non-resident,  and  thereby  object- 
ing to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  This  objection,  it  appeared, 
was  either  rejected  or  overruled,  and  the  judgment  of  the  jus- 
tice affirmed.  From  which  last-mentioned  judgment  Wheeler 
appealed  to  this  court. 

C  B.  'W'BSELEBi^  for  appellant. 

G.  E.  Lindsay,  3^^  for  respondent 

By  the  court— Emott,  Justice.    If  Wheeler  was  a  non-resi- 


94  NEW-YORK  PRACTICE  REPORia 

•  - 

Willins  agt  Wheeler. 

dent  of  the  county  af  Kings,  the  justice  acquired  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  his  person  by  the  service  of  the  summons  which  he 
issued,  and  which  was  returnable  more  than  four  days  from 
the  date  thereof.  Section  S3  of  the  non-imprisonment  act> 
{Laws  of  1881,  clu  800,)  not  only  prescribes  a  short  summons 
as  the  only  process  by  which  a  non-resident  can  be  sued  in  a 
justices'  court  in  cases  where  a  warrant  cannot  be  issued,  but 
goes  on  to  declare  that  if  such  a  defendant  is  otherwise  pro- 
ceeded against,  "the  justice  shall  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause."  In  Ilarriot  agt.  Van  OoU,  (5  Eillf  285,)  it  was  held 
that  a  justice's  judgment  against  a  non  resident  of  the  county 
sued  by  long  summons  was  void,  and  would  not  justify  a  seiz- 
ure of  goods  under  execution  in  a  suit  against  the  plaintiff  for 
taking  them.  In  Bowne  agt  ifellor,  (6  Bill,  496,)  the  same 
rule  was  held  as  to  a  judgment  in  a  suit  commenced  by  a  long 
attachment  against  a  non-resident. 

The  defendant  in  the  present  case  did  not  appear  so  as  to 
give  the  justice  jurisdiction.  He  appeared  at  the  return  day 
of  the  summons  to  state  that  he  was  not  a  resident  of  the  county 
of  Kings.  I  do  not  see  why  this  was  not  a  good  plea  to  the 
jurisdiction.  But  as  the  justice  chose  to  disregard  it,  and  pro- 
ceeded after  an  adjournment  to  take  testimony  and  render 
judgment  against  the  defendant,  the  objection  which  he  thus 
attempted  to  interpose  certainly  was  not  waived  nor  obviated. 
The  judgment  was  entirely  null,  and  the  plaintiff  could  not 
enforce  it  in  any  way.  Whenever  and  wherever  the  defect  in 
jurisdiction  is  properly  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  court, 
it  must  be  fatal  to  the  judgment,  and  to  every  proceeding  un- 
der it.  It  is  said  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  appear  be- 
fore the  justice  and  take  the  objection  to  the  form  of  the  pro- 
cess, or  that  it  is  waived.  Admitting  that  what  the  defendant 
did  was  not  sufiBcient  to  raise  the  objection  in  the  justices' 
court,  it  is  very  clear  from  an  unbroken  series  of  decisions,  of 
which  those  I  have  cited  above  are  part,  and  to  which  numer- 
ous others  might  be  added,  that  such  a  fatal  defect  in  jurisdic* 
tion  cannot  be  cured  by  a  mere  omission  to  take  the  ob- 
jection. 
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The  defendant  is  never  in  court  at  all,  nor  in  the  jurisdio- 
tion  of  the  magistrate,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  do  or  saj 
anything  in  the  premises.  The  cases  upon  this  point  will  be 
found  collected  and  the  point  stated  by  Judge  Bronson,  in 
his  dissenting  opinion,  in  Barnes  agt.  Harris^  (4  ComstocJcj 
374,  379.)  If  the  reasoning  of  this  opinion,  in  which  Judge , 
Jewett  concurred,  does  not  raise  a  grave  doubt  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  point  ruled  by  the  majority  of  the  court  in  that 
case,  it  certainly  shows  the  incorrectness  of  the  remark  made  ', 
by  Judge  Gardiner  in  the  prevailing  opinion,  that  upon  due 
service  of  the  process  issued,  the  defendant  will  be  concluded 
by  the  judgment  subsequently  obtained,  unless  he  appears 
and  takes  his  objection.  That  proposition  will  not  be  found 
to  be  sustained  by  the  authorities  cited  under  it,  and  it  is  an 
obiter  dictum  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  cause. 
Barnes  agt.  Harris,  was  a  question  of  pleading,  and  all  that  it 
decides  is,  that  in  declaring  in  an  action  on  a  judgment  in  a 
justice's  court,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  defendant 
was  a  resident  of  the  county,  so  as  to  show  that  the  long  sum- 
mons was  the  proper  form  of  process.  In  other  words,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  negative  the  exceptions  made  by  the  statute 
to  the  ordinary  methods  of  proceeding  in  these  tribunals. 
The  case  is  not  an  authority  for  the  doctrines  that  jurisdiction 
is  gained  or  the  radical  defect  in  the  proceedings  cured  by 
omitting  to  take  the  objection  before  the  justice.  No  such 
question  was  before  the  court. 

But  in  the  case  at  bar  the  objection  was  brought  to  the  no- 
tice of  the  justice  as  I  have  already  stated,  and  if  the  allegation 
made  by  the  defendant  on  the  return  of  the  summons  was  not 
a  sufficient  plea  in  abatement,  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the 
defect  was  properly  before  the  county  court,  by  the  affidavit 
offered.  It  does  not  distinctly  appear  whether  the  affidavit 
was  rejected  or  the  objection  overruled.  Either  waj*^,  the  court 
erred.  It  is  true,  tlvs  method  of  trying  errors  in  fact  upon 
affidavit,  is  a  crude  method  of  procedure,  and  strikes  every 
well  trained  legal  mind  with  surprise.  It  is  a  wretched  sub- 
stitute for  the  clear  and  simple  mode  of  assigning  errors  and 
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trying  their  existence,  whicli  we  were  accustomed  to  tinder 
the  former  practice.  It  is  a  part  of  the  Code,  however,  and 
we  are  bound  to  administer  it  to  the  best  of  our  ability.  As 
the  defendant  set  up  this  objection  in  the  county  court  in  the 
only  way  in  which  the  present  practice  permits,  he  is  ex- 
empted even  from  the  rule  whicli  Judge-  Gardiner  states,  if 
that  were  tbe  law. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  such  a  defect  in  the  procses 
by  which  jurisdiction  should  be  acquired,  is  an  error  in  fact 
A  fact  outside  of  the  record,  which  renders  the  judgment 
void,  and  which  wben  properly  alleged  and  proved  in  any 
action  or  proceeding  in  which  the  judgment  comes  in  ques- 
tion, will  defeat  any  title  or  right  claimed  under  it,  and  is 
sufficient  to  reverse  the  judgment  in  a  direct  proceeding  for 
that  purpose. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  of  Kings  county,  and -of 
the  justice,  must  be  reversed. 
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SUPKEME  COURT- 
Sabah  E.  OobB)  for  heraelf  and  as  guardian  for  others  agt 

A  oomplaiDt  whidii  aOeges  specifio  breachefl  of  spedfio  ooreziaiitB  and  oonditions 
in  a  written  agreement  or  lease,  and  daimB  a  certain  som  as  damages  on  ao- 
ooont  1hereo(  the  sonmions  is  properly  issued  with  a  notice  under  the  flnt  sob- 
diYision  of  section  129  of  the  Ck>de.  And  if  the  complaint  is  properly  yerifled, 
theplaintif!^  where  no  answer  has  been  served,  is  regular  in  taking  Judgment  fi>r 
tiie  amount  q)edfled  in  the  summonsi  and  deoumded  in  the  complaint^  without 
an  antumimi  cfdamagw.  (This  agrees  vfith  Cook  agt  Pomervy,  10  iSbw.  103, 
tnd  Mems  to  he  advene  to  Jokneon  agt  Paulf  14  Ebw,  4M,) 

Monroe  Special  Term,  Sspiember,  1858. 

Motion  by  defendant  to  set  aside  judgment  entered  upon 
defendant's  failuie  to  answer  the  complaint,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant have  leave  to  answer,  &c. 

An  action  was  commenced  in  April,  1868,  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant,  by  the  personal  service  of  a  summons 
and  complaint,  notice  in  the  summons  being  in  pursuance  of 
subdivision  1  of  section  129  of  the  C!ode.  The  complaint  set 
forth  a  lease  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  dated  March 
SOth,  1867,  of  a  certain  ferm  in  the  town  of  Phelps  in  the 
coimty  of  Ontario,  for  the  term  of  one  year  fix>m  the  first  of 
April  ensuing  its  date.  By  the  lease,  the  defendant  among 
other  things,  agreed  to  work  and  till  the  ferm  in  a  good  and 
workmanlike  manner  in  aU  things,  and  to  deliver  the  plaintiff 
one^half  of  the  crops,  for  the  use  of  the  &rm.  The  lease  con- 
tained a  variety  of  other  provisions  and  covenants*  of  the  parties 
respectively.  The  complaint  also  stated  that  the  defendant 
took  possession  of  the  ferm  under  the  lease  and  continued  in 
poaaession  during  said  term,  and  undertook  the  performance 
of  ihe  coreiuaits  on  his  part  contained  therein. 

The  breaches  assigned  were  that  the  defendant  did  not  work 
or  till  {he  ferm  in  a  good  workmanlike  manner,  but  on  the 
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contrary  greatly  neglected  the  business  of  cultiyating  the  same, 
and  worked  and  cultivated  the  same  in  a  careless  and  slovenly 
and  unskilful  and  unworkmanlike  manner.  It  then  proceeded 
to  specify  the  breaches  of  the  covenants  in  detail  as  contained 
in  line  lease,  whieh  the  defendant  thej^n  oovenaBted  to  ob- 
serve and  fulfil.  The  complaint  then  alleged  that  by  reason 
of  the  breaches  of  said  covenants  by  the  defendant^  she  had 
.  sustained  damages  to  $175,  and  demanded  judgment  for  that 
sum,  besides  costs. 

The  complaint  was  duly  verified  after  the  said  action  was 
oommenced,  and  before  any  answer  was  put  in  by  the  defend- 
ant, the  parties  by  an  s^reement  between  them,  bearing  date 
May  10th,  1868,  agreed  to  submit  the  matters  in  controversy 
in  the  action,  to  the  decision  of  disinterested  men,  one  to  be 
chosen  by  the  plaintiff,  and  one  by  the  defendant,  and  they 
two  when  chosen  to  select  a  third.    The  arbitrators  so  to  be 
chosen  to  make  their  award  by  the  fifteenth  day  of  July,  1858. 
No  arbitrators  having  been  chosen  in  pursuimce  of  this  agree* 
ment^  the  plaintiff  discontinued  the  action,  and  after  the  15th 
day  of  July  following,  commenced  tius  action,  the  sununons 
in  which  was  personally  served  on  the  defendant  on  the  2lBt 
of  said  month  of  July.    The  summons  and  complaint  in.  both 
actions  are  alike. 

The  defendant  not  having  answered  the  complaint  in  lliis 
action,  nor  appeared  therein^  the  plaintiff  perfected  judgment 
llierein  on  the  16th  day  of  August,  1858,  for  the  sum  of  $175, 
the  amount  demanded  in  the  complaint,  and  being  also  the 
amount  for  which  the  suxnmons  stated  the  plaintiff  would  take 
judgment  in  case  of  the  defendant's  fiEolure  to  answer,  together 
with  costs  of  the  action.  There  was  no  assessment  of  damages 
by  the  derk  or  by  a  jury.  The  defendant  swears  to  meats. 
The  motion  was  submitted  without  aigoment. 

Smith  &  Jj^WkU^Jbr  defendant. 
SffBBBiNFS  &  RkwaoiSf  for  pJaiTU^. 

WbIiLbs,  Justice.    The  moving  papers  seem  to  have  been 


lUrW-^TOBIC  FRACIKJB  VOS^OML  99' 

-pitted  and  the  motion  iMde  upon  tbe  rappositian  tiiat  t^6 
action  in  wMck  tlie  plaititiff  entered  judgment,  was  tHe  one 
commenced  in  April,  and  one  of  the  points  of  the  defendant's 
counsel,  is  to  the  effect  that  the  agreement  to  arbitrate  ope- 
rated  to  discontinue  this  action.  But  the  opposing  affidavits 
clearly  show  that  the  action  commenced  in  April  was  discon- 
tinued, after  the  time  fixed  by  the  agreement  to  arbitrate,  for 
the  arbitrators  to  make  their  award  had  expired,  and  that  the 
present  action  was  conunenced  afterwards. 

The  only  question  that  remains  to  be  considered  is  whether 
tbifl  is  an  action  in  which  the  plaintiff  ooold  regularly  take 
judgment  without  haying  his  damages  assessed  by  the  olerk  or 
a  sheriff's  jury  ?  I  entertain  no  doubt  but  that  the  plaintiff 
was  regular  in  taking  judgment  for  the  amount  mentioned  in 
the  summons  and  demanded  in  the  complaint,  nor  that  the 
summons  was  in  the  proper  form.  1.  It  is  an  action  arising 
on  contract.  2.  It  is  also  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money 
only.  3.  The  complaint  was  duly  verified.  4.  The  defendant 
had  failed  to  answer  the  complaint  within  the  time  allowed  by 
the  Code.  The  case  is  thus  brought  within  the  1st  subdivision 
of  §  246,  where  the  clerk  is  required  to  enter  judgment  against 
tbe  defendant  for  the  amount  mentioned  in  the  summons.  In 
Cbok  agt.  Pamerot/j  (10  How.  Pr.  K  103,)  I  had  occasion  to 
examine  this  section  of  the  Code  with  some  care,  and  I  still  • 
adhere  to  the  views  expressed  in  that  case.  I  am  aware  that 
my  brother  T.  R.  Stbong,  in  Johnson  agt.  Paul^  (14  How.  Pr, 
JR.  454,)  has  held  a  different  view  in  some  respects.  But  with 
the  highest  respect  toe  his  legal  accuracy,  I  find  myself  unable 
to  concur  with  him  in  the  distinction  which  he  draws  between 
actions  on  contract  for  the  breach  of  a  stipulation  to  do  a  spe- 
cific act  and  those  for  the  non-payment  of  money  agreed  to  be 
paid,  as  applied  to  the  section  of  the  Code  in  question.  In  his 
opinion  he  takes  no  notice  of  the  case  of  Oook  agt.  Pomeroy. 
Probably  his  attention  was  not  directed  to  it 

The  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment  is  therefore  denied^ 
with  $10  costs  of  opposing.  The  defendant  to  have  leave  to 
answer  the  complaint  and  defend  the  action,  on  payment  of  all 
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the  plaintdjOT's  ooets  aizioe  Berving  the  snmmoiifl,  together  with 
said  costB  of  opposing  this  motion.  The  judgment^  execution 
and  levy  to  stand  as  securitj,  &a  i 


NEW-YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
WiLUB  agt.  Wabren. 

Ajc^  peraon  may  wWunU  warrcml  arrest  another  who  has  oommitted  tkfAmy, 
eitiipr  at  ^e  time  it  is  ooomiitted  or  sabsequent  thereto ;  and  a  justice  of  the 
peace  or  constablei  may  in  yirtue  of  his  office,  and  wUhovt  warrant,  not  onlj 
arrest  a  person  for  a  felony,  but  also  for  any  breach  of  (he  peace  or  miademecmor 
less  than  a  felony,  oommitted  in  his  presence. 

Where  an  anest  for  gambling  is  made  by  a  justioe  of  the  peace  and  his  attend- 
ants, the  seizure  of  the  gambling  implements  may  rigfatfiilly  and  legally  be  re- 
tained in  the  custody  of  the  law  until  after  trial  and  conviction.  And  after 
conviction,  not  before^  such  unplements  may  be  destroyed,  under  the  act  of 

Jjlpecidl  Term,  Fd/ruary,  1859. 

Motion  by  defendant  that  the  sheriff  of  the  oily  and  county 
of  New- York  redeliver  to  him  certain  gambling  implements, 
which  he  claimed  to  hold  as  property  derk  to  the  board  of 
•police. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  specific  personal 
property,  brought  by  Robert  Willis  against  C.  J.  Warren, 
property  clerk  to  the  board  of  police  commissioners. 

The  &ctB  were  as  follows :  Justice  Connolly,  attended  by 
several  persons,  entered  the  premises  No.  681  Broadway,  and 
there  finding  some  persons  engaged  in  playing  cards^  arrested 
them  on  the  charge  of  gambling.  In  the  apartment  in  which 
they  were  found  at  play  or  upon  the  premises,  there  were  found 
certain  implements  or  apparatus  for  gambling.  These  were 
seized  and  placed  in  the  custody  of  the  defendant,  a  property 
clerk. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  the  apparatus  then  seized,  and  insisted 
that  he  was  entitled   to  have  them  retnmed  to  him,  and 
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bronght  this  action  to  enforce  the  claim.  The  defendant  hay- 
ing deKvered  the  articles  to  the  sheriff,  now  moved  for  an  oi^ 
der  compelling  the  return  of  them  to  him.  He  contended  that 
they  were  nuisances  at  common  law,  possessing  none  of  the 
attributes  of  property,  and  that  no  action  could  be  brought  for 
their  recovery.  The  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  seizure  was  un- 
lawful, because  no  warrant  was  exhibited,  and  that  the  deten- 
tion of  the  property  was  unlawful,  because  it  was  a  depriva- 
tion of  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

Bbady,  Justice.  1.  The  want  of  a  warrant  did  not  aid  the 
plaintiff  There  was  no  proof  that  the  entry  of  the  justice  and 
his  attendants  was  by  force.  If  on  entering  the  premises,  the 
justice  was  satisfied  that  the  persons  therein  were  engaged  in 
gambling,  he  would  have  the  right  to  arrest  them  without  a 
warrant  {HoUey  agt.  Mr,  8  Wend,  850 ;  Taylor  agt.  Strong, 
3  Wend.  884 ;  4  Blackstone  Ommentaries^  292 ;  1  Chit.  Or.  L. 
14  id.  19,  20 ;  (hmmmweaVk  agt.  Deacon,  8  S.  R.  47  ;  Knot 
agt.  (?ay,  1  Root,  66;  2  Hawk.  ch.  12,  §  20.)  From  these  au- 
thorities the  rule  is  deducible  that  any  person  may  without 
warrant  arrest  another  who  has  committed  a  felony,  either  at 
the  lime  it  is  committed  or  subsequent  thereto ;  and  that  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  or  constable  may,  in  virtue  of  his  office,  and 
without  warrant,  not  only  arrest  a  person  for  a  felony,  but  also 
for  any  breach  of  the  peace  or  misdemeanor  less  than  a  felony 
committed  in  his  presence.  The  arrest  in  the  present  case  was, 
therefore,  legal. 

2.  The  detention  of  the  property  by  the  defendant  was 
legaL  When  such  an  arrest  is  made,  the  seizure  of  the  im- 
plements is  provided  for  by  law  for  the  two-fold  object  of  us- 
ing them  as  evidence  of  the  charge,  and  that  they  may  be  de- 
stroyed if  conviction  follows.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  law  to 
destroy  gambling  apparatus,  and  the  loss  incurred  by  the 
owner  is  a  part  of  the  punishment  inflicted  for  the  offence, 
which  is  considered  by  the  law  as  most  mischievous  in  its  con- 
sequences to  society.  Although  the  act  of  1857,  (chap.  569,) 
provides  for  the  destruction  of  gambling  apparatus,  it  cannot 
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be  Held  to  authorize  such  destraotion  uatil  after  oonvictioiifer 
the  offence  of  gambling,  in  which  such  apparatns  was  ^n- 
ployed,  but  the  right  to  detaia  it  until  after  the  trial  of-  the 
alleged  offence,  is  one  rested  in  the  public  authorities,  and  is 
not  in  conflict  with  any  provision  of  the  oonstitalion.  Prop- 
erty may  be  taken  as  a  punishment  for  an  offence,  but  not  mi' 
til  the  offence  is  established  by  conviction.  Where  the  offence 
ia  one  which  is  accomplished  by  the  use  of  the  article  forfeited, 
there  seems  to  be  great  propriety  in  holding  it  in  the  custody 
of  the  law  until  the  charge  is  disposed  of;  and  sach  is  the 
power  conferred  in  regard  to  gambling  devices.  The  owner 
of  the  property  thus  held  is  not  without  a  remedy.  He  may 
apply  to  the  court  in  which  the  charge  of  gambling  is  pend- 
ing for  the  restoration  of  the  property,  or  he  may  urge  on  his 
trial,  and  thus  acquire  it,  if  the  complaint  be  not  established. 
It  is  dear,  however,  that  he  has  no  remedy  by  action  against 
a  person  holding  the  property  as  the  custodian  of  the  law, 
while  the  charge  remains  undisposed  oC  He  must  await  that 
determination. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Benjamin  Kelleb,  Administrator  of  Bachel  EIellsb  his 
mother  agt  The  New- York  Central  Bailroad  Co. 

An  action  for  damages  "for  causing  death  by  WTongM  aot^  neglect  or  de&ult^" 
(Laws  of  184*7-9,)  can  bo  sustained  by  an  individual  as  administrator  of  his  in- 
testate moiher  who  was  killed  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  the  agents  and 
servants  of  the  defendant,  although  the  deceased  was  a  widow  and  had  no  child 
at  the  time  of  her  death,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  relative,  who 
was  dependent  upon  her,  or  who  could  have  any  kffoi  claim  upon  her  fbr  ser 
vice  or  support. 

That  is,  the  right  to  maintain  actions  under  this  statute  is  not  lestricted  to  casw 
where  the  deceased  person  leaves  a  widow  or  next  of  kin  surviving,  who  sus- 
tains, or  may  sustain,  some  peamiary  loss  by  reason  of  the  death  of  such  per- 
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KeDar  agt  Kew-Toik  Oentnl  Bailroad  Cosapmy. 

•on.  Voraectkmtwooftbeaotdeclflresihai  ''tbeanooixtreooTerediiieTery 
fQdi  actioi^  shall  b«  for  the  exdufiive  benefit  of  the  widow  and  next  of  km  of 
gack  deceased  person,"  and  there  may  be  next  of  kin  who  could  have  no  legal 
daim  upon  soch  person  if  liying,  for  Benrioes  or  support 

Delaware  General  Term,  July,  1858. 

Present,  Gray,  Mason,  Balcom  and  Campbell,  Justices. 

Motion  by  defendant  for  a  new  trial. 

The  intestate  (Rachel  Keller)  was  killed  at  Canastota,  in 
the  county  of  Madison,  on  the  29th  day  of  August,  1854,  by 
reason  of  the  negligence  of  the  agents  and  servants  of  the  de- 
fendant This  action  was  brought  by  Benjamin  Keller,  the 
administrator  of  the  intestate,  to  recover  damages  for  her  in- 
juries and  for  killing  her,  under  the  act  of  1847,  entitled,  "  an 
act  requiring  compensation  for  causing  death  by  wrongful  act, 
neglect  or  default,"  as  amended  by  chapter  256  of  the  laws  of 
1849. 

The  action  was  tried  at  the  Madison  circuit,  in  March,  1867, 
when  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  against  the  defendant  for 
$1,700  damages.  The  intestate  was  a  widow  and  had  no  child 
at  the  time  of  her  death,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
or  relative  who  was  dependent  upon  her  or  who  could  have 
any  legal  claim  upon  her  for  support 

The  defendant's  counsel  now  asks  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground,. among  others,  that  the  intestate  left  no  husband  or 
next  of  kin,  who  sustained  any  pecuniary  loss  by  reason  of 
her  death.  This  point  was  made  at  the  trial,  but  was  over- 
ruled by  the  judge,,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

T.  JETsnaNS,forplatnttff. 
Morris  S.  Miller, /or  (i^dcmt 

By  the  court — ^Balcok,  Justice.  K  Bachel  Keller  had  not 
died,  the  defendant  would  certainly  have  been  liable  to  re- 
q>ond  in  damages  for  injuring  her,  and  if  section  one  of  the 
act  of  1847,  (Laws  of  1847,  p.  575,)  stood  alone,  there  could 
be  no  doubt  of  the  defendant's  liability  for  damages,  in  respect 
to  the  injury  to  her,  notwithstanding  her  death. 
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In  Qutn  agt  Moore^  (1  R  P.  Smithy  434,)  Coiistoce,  J^ 
said :  "  The  only  condition  on  which  the  right  of  the  admimB- 
trator  to  sue  under  the  statute  depends,  is  the  common  law 
right  of  the  injured  person  to  maintain  an  action  if  he  were 
living."  This  language  is  clearly  comprehensive  enough  to 
authorize  this  action ;  but  it  is  contended  by  the  defendants 
counsel,  inasmuch  as  there  was  a  mother  who  survived  her 
minor  child  that  was  killed,  in  the  case  of  Qutn  agt  Ifoore, 
and  also  in  the  one  dted  to  sustain  the  decision  in  that  case, 
that  the  language  used  by  Judge  Cohstock,  should  not  con- 
trol  the  decision  in  the  case  under  consideration.  Now,  con- 
ceding the  question  in  this  case  to  be  undecided  in  those  above 
cited,  I  am  of  the  opinion  this  action  is  well  brought^  and  that 
such  an  action  can  be  ;naintained  by  the  personal  representa- 
tive  of  a  deceased  person,  whose  death  has  been  caused  by  the 
wrongful  act,  neglect  or  de&ult  of  the  defendant^  although 
such  deceased  person  left  no  husband  or  wife,  or  next  of  kin 
surviving,  who  could  have  any  legal  claim  upon  him  if  living 
for  services  or  support.  It  has  not  been  denied  but  that  the 
language  of  the  first  section  of  the  law  under  which  this  action 
was  brought,  is  broad  enough  to  sustain  this  condusion ;  and 
this  much  may  be  taken  as  conceded.  But  it  is  claimed  not- 
withstanding tiie  broad  and  comprehensive  language  employed 
in  the  first  section  of  the  law,  that  the  right  to  maintain  ac- 
tions under  it  is  restricted  to  cases  where  the  deceased  person 
leaves  a  widow  or  next  of  kin  surviving,  who  sustains  or  may 
sustain  some  pecuniary  loss  by  reason  of  the  death  of  such 
person. 

When  it  is  asserted  that  section  two  declares  that  "  the 
amount  recovered  in  every  such  action,  shall  be  for  the  exdu- 
sive  benefit  of  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  per- 
son," it  must  be  remembered  that  there  may  be  next  of  km  to 
the  deceased  person,  who  could  have  no  legal  claim  upon  such 
person  if  living  for  services  or  support  The  other  part  of 
section  two,  on  which  more  stress  is  laid  by  the  defendant's 
counsel,  is,  that  "  in  every  such  action  the  jury  mat/  give  sudi 
damages  as  tiiey  shall  deem  a  fiur  and  just  compensation,  not 
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exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  with  reference  to  tiiepecunu 
wry  injniy  resulting  from  such  death  to  the  wife  and  next  of 
kin  of  such  deceased  person."  (&e  Laws  o/"  1849, 2?.  388,  §  1.) 
I  think  this  language  when  construed  with  section  one  of  the 
act  of  1847,  is  merelj  permissive ;  and  that  it  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  restricting  the  jury  on  the  question  of  damages,  to 
the  mere  pecuniary  injury  resulting  from  the  death  of  the  per- 
son killed,  to  the  wife  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  per- 
son. The  legislature  has  said,  the  administrator  may  recover 
such  damages,  but  has  not  declared  he  shall  recover  no  other 
damages,  as  I  think  it  would  have  done,  if  it  had  been  the  in- 
tention to  limit  the  right  of  action  to  cases  where  the  deceased 
person  leaves  a  wife  or  next  of  kin  who  could  have  a  hgal 
claim  for  services  or  support  upon  such  person  if  living. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  the  defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial 
should  be  denied. 

Justices  Grat,  Mason  and  Campbell,  concurred  in  the 
above  conclusion,  on  the  ground  that  thej  thought  the  deci- 
sion of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Q;uin  agt.  Moore^  was  decisive  of 
the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  as  administrator  of  his  mother, 
could  sustain  this  action. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  denied,  with  costs. 

NOTK — ^If  the  views  in  this  opinion  are  ooirect^  it  works  oat  the  sand  from 
the  ibandation  of  the  case  of  Qwn  agt  Moort^  (15  N.  7.  R  432,)  pretty  effecta- 
allj,  so  &r  as  the  opinion  in  that  case  rests  upon  the  discussion  of  the  question  of 
the  aagiffnabUiiy  of  the  cause  of  action.  On  this  point  it  is  based  upon  the  second 
section  of  the  statute,  and  upon  the  idea  that  the  theory  of  the  statute  is  that  the 
next  of  kin  have  only  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  life  of  the  person  killed,  and  the 
value  of  that  Interest  is  the  amount  for  which  the  Jury  are  to  give  their  verdict. 
The  statute  imputes  to  the  administrator  and  through  him  to  the  next  of  kin,  a 
direct  pecuniary  value  in  the  life  of  the  person  killed ;  a  right  or  interest  having 
the  essential  attributes  of  property.  Whereas,  the  above  opmion  holds  that  the 
language  of  the  second  section  when  construed  with  the  first  section  is  merely 
pemdflsive^  aad  that  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  restricting  the  Jury  on  the  question 
of  damages  to  the  mere  peeundofy  injury  resulting  firom  the  death  of  the  person 
killed,  to  the  wife  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person.  The  legislature  has 
said  the  administrator  may  recover  such  damages^  but  has  not  declared  he  shall 
recover  no  other  damages. 
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Uadoabfeadlj  pnblifi  pdk^  was  a  ftrong  ingradieiit  in  tfao  puMOge  of  OiBaM* 
ute.  That  u^  it  was  as  much  an  object  in  its  passa^  to  punish  the  dafendants 
for  their  wiongfol  acta^  neglects  and  careleasnefis  in  caudng  the  death  of  a  peraon, 
and  to  keep  them  constantlj  admonished  of  the  consequences' of  such  ads,  as  tn 
compensate  the  pkintiffig  for  l^eir  injuries  reeolting  from  such  death.  And  it  k 
not  disoovered  by  a  ftir  oonstraodon  of  the  irhciLd  statote^  giving  the  fiist  seotion 
its  proper  scope  and  evident  meaning,  as  well  as  the  seomd  section,  how  thia  10  to 
be  done,  if  the  damages  are  to  be  special  and  confined  to  the  pecuniary  injorieB  of 
the  parties  to  be  benefited  in  bringing  the  addon.  Many  cases  could  be  eaaQj 
imagined  where  punitive  damages  tigainst  the  defendants  would  be  most  ilDpe^ 
atively  called  for,  to  answer  the  ends  of  public  jnstioe,  in  punishing,  as  far  as  damp 
ges  could  do  it,  the  gross  and  unmitigated  conduct  of  the  defendants  in  canaog 
death ;  while  the  next  of  Idn  whom  the  pUintilT  represents,  would  not  be  perhaps 
able  to  show  any  direct  or  indirect  pecuniary  injury  to  themselves.  The  reported 
decisions  hold  that  nominal  damages  only  could  be  recovered  in  sucii  a  case.  Hie 
practical  results  of  tlie  vecdiots  of  the  juries,  however,  appear  thus  fiir  to  be  hi  so- 
coidance  with  justice  and  right,  looking  ftill  as  much  at  the  liabUify  of  the  defimd- 
ants  as  to  the  pecuniary  injury  oi  the  plaintiff's  next  of  kin.  And  as  a  remedial 
statute,  such  a  construction  of  it  would  seem  to  be  as  proper  and  beneficial  to  the 
IMuties  interested  in  bringing  the  actions,  as  one  which  would  wrench  it  oat  of 
joint  to  extort  fix)m  it  a  cause  of  action,  which  it  appears  it  does  not  posBess, 
in  order  to  make  St  survive  against  the  defendants'  legal  jrepresentatives.— {Ri- 
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DoBMAN  Wakren  and  Ellsworth  BL  Htdb,  Survivora, 
&c.,  agt.  George  Tipfaijy, 

An  order  for  publication  of  the  summons  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  inchid- 
ing  the  judgment  in  this  action,  were  set  aside  with  costs  on  the  grounds :  Ist 
That  the  only  evidence  of  the  defendant's  non-residence  for  a  fraudulent  intend 
appeared  by  an  affidavit  of  the  sheriff  who  stated,  **  that  after  the  summoDS 
was  put  into  his  hands  to  be  served,  he  went  to  the  defendant's  residence  in 
said  town  of  Bristol,  (Ontario  county,  13'ew-Tork,)  and  was  then  informed  by 
his  family  and  other  persons  residing  near  the  residence  of  the  defendant^  that 
he  had  been  absent  from  home  since  about  the  first  of  November  previou&  (thea 
Kay,  1858,)  and  had  not  since  been  home ;  that  when  last  heard  from  he  was 
St  the  city  of  Nashville,  in  the  state  of  Tennessee,  and  that  deponent  beUeves 
that  said  TiflBany  is  absent  fSnom  the  state  of  New-York  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding hifl  creditors.** 
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JBdd,  fhafc  this  WM  no  etvidenoe  whatever  that  ttie  delendaat  had  deperted  from 
the  state  with  intent  to  defirand  hia  crediton,  or  to  avoid  the  semoe  of  sum- 
moDfl^  or  that  he  kept  himaelf  concealed  within  the  state  with  the  like  intent 

2d.  ^e  order  for  publication  did  not  direct  a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint 
to  be  deposited  in  the  po0t-ofBce^  dlitoted  to  the  defendant  at  his  pkoe  of  red- 
dence  as  required  bf  §  136  of  the  Code. 

And  3d,  it  did  not  appear  that  any  attachment  against  the  properly  of  the  de- 
fendant had  been  issued  in  the  action. 

Monroe  Special  Term,  September,  1858. 

Motion  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  order  of 
publication  of  the  summons,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings 
thereon,  including  the  judgment  entered  in  the  action  for  ir- 
regularity, with  costs. 

Jno.  T.  QtX'Bi>rnsR,  for  defendants. 
Spencer  Qooj>ts^,  for  phdntiffa. 

Welles,  Justice.  The  action  was  commenced  bj  publica- 
tion of  the  summons,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  county 
judge  of  Ontario  county,  bearing  date  May  24th,  1858.  The 
affidavits  upon  which  the  order  was  made,  show  that  the  de- 
fendant was  at  the  time  a  resident  of  this  state,  and  do  not 
show  that  such  residence  was  neither  known  to  the  party  ap- 
plying for  the  order,  nor  could  with  reasonable  diligence  be 
ascertained  by  him ;  but  on  the  contrary,  they  do  show  ex- 
pressly that  the  defendant's  residence  was  in  the  town  of  Bris- 
tol in  the  county  of  Ontario.  It  appeared  by  the  sffidayit  of 
the  sheriff  which  was  presented  to  the  judge  when  applied  to 
for  the  order,  that  after  the  summons  was  put  into  his  hands  to 
be  served,  he  went  to  the  defendant's  residence  in  said  town 
c£  Bristol,  and  was  then  informed  by  his  &mily  and  other  per* 
sons  residing  near  the  residence  of  the  defendant,  that  he  had 
been  absent  from  home  since  about  the  first  of  November  pre- 
vious, and  had  not  since  been  home.  That  when  last  heard 
from,  he  was  at  the  city  of  Nashville,  in  the  state  of  Tennessee. 
The  sheriff's  affidavit  concludes  as  follows :  "  And  that  de* 
ponent  believes  that  said  Tiffany  is  absent  from  the  state  of 
New- York  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors."    The 
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action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  promissory  note 
made  by  the  defendant  There  is  nothing  in  the  papers  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  defendant  had  departed  j&om  the  skate 
with  intent  to  de&and  his  creditors,  or  to  avoid  the  service  of 
summons,  or  that  he  kept  himself  concealed  within  the  state 
with  the  like  intent,  except  this  extract  from  the  sherifTs  affi- 
davit, which  is  no  evidence  whatever.  It  is  not  the  statement 
of  any  £ict,  but  is  simply  the  belief  of  the  sheriff,  unsupported 
by  any  feet  whatever  touching  the  occasion  or  intent  of  the 
defendant's  absence.  The  affidavits  wholly  fidled,  therefore, 
in  showing  a  case  for  the  order  for  publication.  The  order  did 
not  direct  a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  to  be  depos- 
ited in  the  post-office,  directed  to  the  defendant  at  his  place  of 
residence,  as  required  by  section  185  of  the  Code.  The  mo- 
tion papers  show  that  no  attachment  against  the  property  of 
the  defendant  has  been  issued  in  the  action. 

The  plaintiff  proceeded  upon  the  order  by  publication  of 
the  summons  for  six  weeks  in  the  two  newspapers  designated 
in  the  order,  after  which  he  procured  the  usual  order  of  refer- 
ence, and  entered  judgment  upon  the  report  of  the  referee  fer 
$268.88  damages,  with  costs  of  the  action. 

The  order  for  publication  and  all  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings, including  the  judgment,  were  clearly  irregular,  and  must 
be  set  aside.  The  affidavits  did  not  show  a  case  for  commenc- 
ing the  action  by  publication,  and  for  that  reaBon  the  order 
was  unwarranted.  In  case  evidence  had  been  given  showing 
that  the  defendant's  absence  was  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors  or  to  avoid  the  service  of  a  summons,  it  should  have 
directed  a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  to  be  deposited 
in  the  post-office  directed  to  the  defendant  at  his  place  of  red- 
dence.  The  omission  to  do  that  was  a  fetal  irr^ularity. 
Again,  the  judgment  was  irregular  in  consequence  of  the  plain- 
tiff' omitting  to  attach  the  defendant's  property,  as  it  could  in 
no  event  affect  any  property  of  the  defendant^  except  such  as 
had  been  taken  by  virtue  of  an  attachment  regularly  issued  in 
the  action. 
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SUPBEME  COUET. 
Geobge  W.  Pollock  agt  Obskak  Aldrich. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  can  take  the  wnffM^oit^  ^  a  pidgmmU  out  of  the  town  in 
which  he  leaidea^  anywhere  fai  his  ooonty.  He  ia  not  by  the  Bevised  Btatotea 
limited  in  the  exerdae  of  anj  offloial  act  to  his  own  town,  except  that  he  ahaU 
not  trj  a  ciyil  cause  In  any  town  other  than  the  one  for  which  he  waa  chosoL 

General  Term,  Sixth  District,  1859. 

Appeal  from  order  of  coonty  judge  in  prooeedings  sapple* 
mentarj  to  execution. 

By  the  court — ^Masok,  Justice.  The  only  question  pre- 
sented by  this  appeal  is,  whether  a  justice'of  the  peace  can 
take  the  confession  of  a  judgment  out  of  the  town  where  he 
resides  ?  And  I  entertain  no  doubt  upon  the  subject  but  that 
he  can.  Prior  to  the  revision  of  our  statutes  in  1820,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  could  try  a  civil  action  anywhere  in  his  county. 
{Chumaey  &  Knight  agt  LoveU,  9  W.  R  819.)  And  the  only 
restriction  placed  upon  him  by  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  1880, 
is  that  he  shall  not  try  a  civil  cause  in  any  town  other  than 
the  one  in  which  he  is  chosen.  (1  It.  S.  102,  §  12 ;  9  W.  B. 
819,  822.)  He  is  not  limited  in  the  exercise  of  any  other  of- 
ficial act  to  his  town.  (9  TT.  B.  819«)  He  may  issue  civil 
process  in  any  part  of  the  county.  (9  W.  R*  819.)  And  it 
was  expressly  decided  in  the  case  of  Schroepel  agt  Taylor^  (10 
W.  R  196,)  that  he  might  not  only  issue  it,  but  that  he  might 
make  it  returnable  at  any  place  in  the  county  in  which  he  is 
an  officer.  The  taking  a  confession  of  a  judgment,  is  not  a 
trial  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  nor  in  any  sense.  The 
confession  of  the  judgment  was  taken  at  Sherburne,  but  was 
not  entered  on  the  justice's  docket  until  he  returned  home  to 
North  Norwich. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  reversed,  and  the  county 
judge  directed  to  proceed  with  his  prooeedings  supplementary 
to  execution,  with  $10  costs. 
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SUPBEME  COURT. 
MiNOTT  Mitchell  agi.  Miles  Cook  and  odien. 

Where  taate  than  one  peracm  ate  fhe  abaohite  owners  of  a  hfladc  and  fheBeeoritiefl 
upon  iHiioh  St  is  ofgaoiated  and  eetablished  under  the  general  act  to  aotborize 
the  hoafnen  of  banking,  iLawa  of  1838,  eh.  260,  p.  246,)  it  is  a  fnnid  upon  the 
state,  to  instttuta  the  proceedings  and  enter  ttie  seoorities  fbit  the  buik  inanj 
name  as  an  individuai  hanker.  Where,  howeyer,  it  appears  that  soch  ow1le^ 
ship  as  to  all  except  one  individnal,  consists  simply  in  and  does  not  extend 
bejond  the  profits  nsA  plates  of  the  bank,  the  bank  is  niooeiir  chartered  tn  IHa 
individual  who  has  the  absolate  ownership  of  the  aeonrities,  and  entered  in  anj 
name  as  an  individual  banker. 

The  oomptrolier  cannot  upon  receiving  from  a  third  peraon,  dnsidatmg  notes  to  the 
amount  of  a  bond  and^  mortgage,  for  which  they  w&n  given,  transfer  it  tp  him 
either  directly  or  indirectly.  {MitchOl  agt.  Cook,  3  Sdd,  538.)  But  such  thiid 
person  may,  under  a  previous  agreement  with  the  owner  to  purchase  the  bond 
and  mortgage,  and  on  such  consideration  paid  to  the  comptroller,  perfect  hia  tide 
thereto,  by  an  assignment  to  him  from  the  owner  or  ownera^  after  a  re-aaagO' 
ment  thereof  by  the  comptroller  to  the  latter. 

Where  a  mortgagor  actually  pays  money  to  an  officer  of  a  bank,  who  has  an  in- 
terest in  but  not  an  owner  of  its  capital,  with  an  intent  that  it  should  be  cred- 
ited to  him  on  his  bond  and  mortgage,  which  he  knows,  or  has  good  reason  to 
know,  IS  at  the  time  held  by  the  comptroller,  as  security  for  the  drcolatiDg 
notes  of  the  bank,  such  payment  is  unauthorized,  and  it  cannot  avail  the  mort- 
gagor, unless  the  payee  of  the  money  on  behalf  of  the  bank  should  paj  the 
amount  to  the  comptroller;  because  no  part  of  the  principal  moneys  of  a  bond 
and  mortgage  can  be  legallfr  paid  to  another  while  they  are  held  by  the  comp- 
troller. The  mortgagor  must  rely  In  such  case  upon  the  reeponsibQityof  the 
individual  to  whom  he  pays  the  money.  A  subsequent  bona  fids  purchaser  for 
good  consideration  of  such  bond  and  mortgage  of  the  real  owner  aod  ignorant 
of  such  payment,  will  be  protected  to  the  full  amount  thereof. 

Westchester  Special  Term^  October^  1858. 

This  is  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  the  de- 
fendants Cook  and  wife,  to  Elisha  Crawford,  and  eventually 
assigned  by  him,  and  also  by  the  White  Plains  Bank,  of  which 
he  had  been  president,  to  the  plaintiff. 

S.  E.  Lyons  and  Wm.  Silliman,^  jjfam^fjjf. 
J.  M.  Van  Cott^  for  defendants. 
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S.  B.  STBQNGy  Justice.  The  mortgage  WB8  dated  on  the  4th 
of  September,  1841,  and  given  to  secnre  the  payment  of  four- 
teen hundred  doUars  in  seven  years  firom  its  date,  with  interest 
at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent  payable  semi  annually,  aocording  to 
a  boxfd  fiom  Cook  to  Crawford,  of  the  same  dabd.  Crawford 
was  or  is  alleged  to  have  been  at  the  time  an  individual  bank- 
er, transacting  business  in  the  name  or  imder  the  designation 
of  the  ''  White  Plains  Bank."  Crawford  testified  on  his  last 
examination,  that  the  bank  was  instituted  by  him  as  an  indi- 
vidual banker,  under  the  general  act  to  authorize  the  business 
of  banking.  {Laws  <^  18SS,  chap.  260,  p.  245.)  This  is  con- 
firmed by  the  entries  in  the  books  kept  in  the  office  of  the  su- 
perintendent of  the  state  bank  department  The  ledger  open- 
ing an  account  with  the  bank,  is  headed  in  the  following 
words:  "Dr.  White  Plains  Bank,  stocks,  individual  bank 
owned  by  Elisha  Crawford  of  White  Plains,  Cr."  There  is 
also  an  affidavit  on  file  in  that  office,  made  by  Crawford,  on 
the  26th  of  July,  1849,  stating  that  the  bank  was  an  individ- 
ual bank,  and  that  no  person  was  interested  with  him  directly 
or  indirectly  in  the  securities  deposited  with  the  comptroller. 
The  loan  to  Cook  was  ne^tiated  by  one  Bichard  Cadmus, 
who  was  at  the  time  cashier,  and  who  now  asserts  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  the  bank.  His  allegation  that  he  was  the  ownei; 
is  to  some  extent  confirmed  by  the  testimony  of  George  Craw- 
ford and  William  H.  Seely ;  from  which  it  would  seem  that 
Cadmus,  George  Crawford  and  Seely,  had  originally  owned 
each  one-third  of  the  bank,  and  that  Crawfprd  and  Seely,  had 
transferred  their  interest  to  Cadmus.  Seely,  however,  testified 
that  such  ownersliip  consisted  simply  in,  and  did  not  extend 
beyond  the  profits  and  plates.  If  they  were  the  absolute  own- 
ers, they  were  associated  bankers,  and  they  should  have  been 
described  as  such  in  the  books  of  the  bank  department  But 
there  is  no  evidence  that  any  entry  to  that  efTect  was  made  in 
the  books.  It  would  not  be  right  to  infer,  except  from  dear 
evidence,  that  all  of  these  parties  had  pezpetrated  a  firaud  upon 
the  state  for  the^purpose  of  obtaining  fitcilities  as  an  individual 
banker,  to  whidi  they  would  not  have  been  entitled  as  an  as* 
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sociadon.  CadmuB,  when  asked  whether  he  owned  the  mort- 
gages which  were  in  the  hands  o^  and  deposited  with  tbe 
comptroller^  did  not  answer  the  question  direcUj,  but  said,  '^  I 
considered  them  to  be  nndcr  my  control  at  any  moment" 
There  is  no  formal  conveyance  by  Cadmus  to  any  one  of  the 
bank  or  of  any  of  the  securities  belongvig  to  it^  preTious  to 
July,  1846,  when  he  became,  as  he  states,  a  bankrupt  He 
then  made  an  assignment  of  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  in  terms  sufficiently  broad  to  have  covered  his  in* 
terest  in  the  bank,  if  he  had  any.  But,  although  one  of  his 
assignees  was  examined  as  a  witness  in  behalf  of  the  defend* 
ants,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  assignees  ever  claimed  any 
interest  in  the  bank,  or  any  of  its  securities,  or  that  they  inter- 
fered in  any  way  in  its  management  Besides,  when  Cook 
on  a  subsequent  day,  made  a  tender  of  what  he  alleged  to  be 
due  on  the  mortgage,  he  made  such  tender  to  ElisHa  Crawford, 
and  not  to  Cadmus  or  his  assignees.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
Cook  at  the  time  consulted  with  Cadmus,  but  it  may  I  think, 
be  reasonably  inferred  that  he  did,  as  they  had  previously 
transacted  much  of  the  business  together,  and  appear  fiK)m  the 
evident  leaning  shown  in  the  testimony  of  Cadmus,  to  be  on 
friendly  terms.  The  plain  inference  from  all  the  reliable  evi- 
dence is,  that  although  when  the  loan  to  Cook  was  made,  Cad- 
mus had  an  interest  in  the  affairs  of  the  bank,  yet  it  did  not 
extend  to  its  capital,  or  the  securities  taken  in  its  behalf  and 
assigned  to  the  state  comptroller.  The  bond  and  mortgage 
given  by  Cook  was  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  depositing  them 
in  the  comptroller's  office,  and  receiving  the  amount  in  circu- 
lating notes  intended  for  the  bank.  Examinations  as  to  tbe 
value  of  the  property  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  comptroller 
were  made  with  so  much  publicity  that  Cook  must  have  been 
aware  of  the  object  in  making  the  loan.  On  the  6th  of  Sep* 
tember,  1844,  the  mortgagee  assigned  the  bond  and  mortgage 
to  the  comptroller,  "  to  secure  the  redemption  of  the  circula- 
ting notes  of  the  White  Plains  Bank."  On  the  20th  of  the 
same  month.  Cook,  who  had  in  the  meantime  received  the 
amount  for  which  his  securities  had  been  given  in  the  circu- 
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liEtting  iKyies  of  the  bank,  ogned  an  admission  that  he  was  in* 
debted  to  Elisha  Crawford  in  the  sum  of  1,400  dollars,  aecnred 
bj  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  that  he  had  received  no- 
tice that  soch  bond  and  mortgage  had  been  assigned  by  E. 
Crawford  to  the  comptroller  of  the  state.  Subsequently  Craw- 
jford,  (and  when  I  speak  of  a  person  bearing  that  name  without 
any  other  designation,  1  mean  the  mortgagee,)  signed  a  paper 
dated  on  the  2l8t  of  January,  1844^  but  mistaken  in  the 
year,  as  that  must  hare  been  in  1846,  authorizing  Cadmus  to 
ooUeot  the  interest  on  several  bonds  and  mortgages,  and 
among  others  the  bond  and  mortgage  from  Cook.  Cadmus 
swears  that  he  also  had  Written  authorities  £rom  Crawford  to 
odlect  and  receive  the  principal,  but  in  this  he  is  directly 
contradicted  by  Crawford,  as  one  paper  only  is  produced,  and 
that  simply  authorizes  the  collection  of  the  interest,  and  no 
aatis&ctory  reason  is  given  for  the  non-production  of  the  sup* 
posed  documents  if  they  ever  existed,  and  especially  as  an  al* 
l^ed  authority  to  receive  the  principal  due  or  to  become  due  . 
on  securities  assigned  to  the  comptroller,  would  be  wholly 
nugatory,  and  no  reason  is  shown  why  there  should  be  any 
expectation  that  the  principal  moneys  secured,  by  Cook's  mort- 
gage would  be  paid  before  they  became  payable  by  the  terms 
of  the  securities,  (in  1851 ;)  the  inference  is  strong  that  no  au- 
thority was  given  by  Cijiwford  to  Cadmus,  to  receive  the  prin- 
cipal moneys  loaned  to  Cook. 

On  the  1st  of  January,  1846,  Cook  paid  to  Cadmus,  and 
took  his  receipt  for  1,000  dollars  of  the  principal,  and  all  the 
interest  due  on  the  entire  principal  moneys  secured  by  the  said 
bond  and  mortgage.  It  has  been  said  already  that  no  author- 
ity has  been  shown,  nor  can  any  be  inferred  fh)m  the  proof, 
from  Crawford  to  Cadmus  to  receive  such  principal.  His  em- 
ployment as  cashier  of  the  bank  did  not  confer  such  authorily. 
Besides,  if  he  received  the  money  as  a  reduction  to  that  extent 
of  the  principal,  it  was  a  fraud  upon  the  state,  or  it  would  have 
been  if  he  could  have  effectuated  that  purpose.  He  knew  that 
tbe  comptroller  could  not  receive  payment  of  a  part  of  the 
principal,  nor  would  it  seem  that  he  intended  to  pay  it  to  thai 
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officer,  as  he  made  no  attempt  to  do  so,  but  as  be  confeBsed, 
had  mingled  the  money  with  his  own  funds. 

As  to  Cook,  he  knew  that  his  bond  and  mortgage  had  been 
assigned  to  the  compttoller  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  cu> 
culating  notes  of  the  bank,  and  as  those  papers  were  not  pro- 
duced by  Cadmus  at  the  time,  he  had  strong  reason  to  suppose^ 
if  he  did  not  actually  know,  that  they  were  still  hdd  by  the 
comptroller  for  the  purpose  for  which  they  had  been  assigned 
to  him.    If,  under  these  circmnstances,  he  intended  that  his 
payment  should  operate  as  a  present  reduction  of  the  principal 
he  was  a  participator  in  the  fraud.    It  is  a  characteristic  of 
fraud  that  it  cannot  avail  the  perpetrator,  and  if  the  usual  effect 
could  be  fortified,  it  would  be  in  this  instance  by  the  consid- 
eration that  the  act  was  manifestly  against  public  policy.  The 
payment  could  not  operate  as  an  absolute  reduction  of  the 
principal.    If  the  state  had  been  under  the  necessity  of  seDing 
the  securities,  the  sale  would  have  conferred  a  title  to  the  en- 
tire principal.    A  reconveyance  to  the  assignor  would  have 
the  same  effect,  unless  he  had  participated  in  the  fraud.    In 
this  case,  the  assignor  had  neither  received  nor  sanctioned  the 
receipt  of  the  principal.    It  is  clear  that  Crawford  was  not 
consulted  about  the  payment,  and  that  he  knew  nothing  about 
it  until  long  after  it  had  been  made.    Cadmus  swears  that  he 
thinks  that  he  communicated  it  to  Crawford  before  he  took 
a  re-assignment  from  the  comptroller,  but  Crawford  swears 
positively  that  he  heard  nothing  about  it  until  after  he  had 
transferred  the  securities  to  the  plaintiff,   and  in  this  he  is 
supported  by  what  took  place  when  it  was  mentioned  to  him 
by  his  brother,  and  subsequently  or  the  same  day,  when 
Cook  and  his  counsel,  Mr.  C.  P.  Smith,  called  to  make  the 
tender  to  which  I  have  alluded.    The  witnesses  do  not  en- 
tirely agree  as  to  what  occurred  at  the  last-mentioned  in- 
terview.   Mr.  Smith  says,  that  Crawford  said  he  knew  or 
had  heard  of  the  payment ;  he  did  not  lecollecfc  that  Crawford 
remarked,  "  I  have  just  heard  of  it,"  although  he  may  have 
said  so.    But  George  Crawford  and  Borst,  (a  witness  intro- 
duced by  the  defendant,)  both  testified  that  E.  Crawford  said 
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that  he  had  just  beard  of  it  from  his  brother.  The  testimony 
of  Cadmus,  that  be  thought^  but  did  not  know,  that  he  had 
made  a  preyiotis  communication  of  the  payment  to  Crawford, 
is  outweighed  by  the  positive  denial  of  the  latter,  and  the  cir- 
comstances  sustaining  such  denial  narrated  by  the  other  wit- 
nesses. Shortly  previous  to  the  18th  of  July,  1846,  the  plain* 
tiff  delivered  to  Crawford  circulating  notes  of  the  White  Plains 
Bank,  amounting  to  1,400  dollars,  on  an  agreement  between 
Uiem,  that  Crawford  should  pay  them  to  the  comptroller,  and 
take  from  him  a  re-assignment  of  Cook's  bond  and  mortgage 
for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiS  On  the  day  last  particularized, 
Crawford  delivered  the  same  notes  to  the  comptroller,  and  re- 
ceived from  him  a  re-assignment  of  the  bond  and  mortgage, 
bearing  date  on  the  same  day.  Within  a  few  days  afterwards, 
Crawford  delivered  those  securities  to  the  plaintiff,  but  did  not 
then  execute  any  formal  assignment  of  them.  The  plaintiff 
thereupon  instituted  a  suit  against  Cook  and  wife,  to  foreclose 
the  mortgage.  They  defended  the  suit,  and  the  action  was 
tried  before  Judge  McCouN,  at  a  special  term.  The  evidence 
before  him  was  much  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  ad* 
duced  in  this  case,  except  that  there  is  now  evidence  from  the 
bank  department  that  Crawford  was  an  individual  banker, 
which  was  not  adduced  before,  and  there  have  been  since  some 
additional  acts  confirmatory  of  the  .plaintiff's  title.  Judge 
McCouN  rendered  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaiutiff,  direct- 
ing a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  for  the  entire  principal  and 
the  interest  thereon,  from  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  acquired 
a  title  to  or  interest  in  the  securities.  This  judgment  was 
unanimously  affirmed  at  a  general  term  by  the  same  learned 
judge  and  Judges  Babculo  and  Morse.  Their  judgment  was 
reversed  by  the  court  of  appeals,  solely  on  the  grounds  that 
the  comptroller  could  not  convey  the  bond  and  mortgage  to 
any  other  than  the  person  who  had  assigned  it  to  him,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  and  there  bad  been  no  transfer  to  the 
plaintiff  after  the  re  assignment  to  him.  The  court  of  appeals 
could  not  have  decided,  and  of  course  did  not  decide,  that  Craw- 
ford could  not  subsequently  assign  the  securities  to  the  plain- 


116  WBW-TORK  PBACnCB  EKPOEia 

Hitofaell  agt  Oodtc 

tiff  for  a  consideration  previously  advanced  by  Idm.  The 
judgment  of  this  court  at  special  term  and  at  general  term, 
remain  unaffected  except  as  to  the  points  mentioned  in  the  de- 
cision  of  the  court  of  appeals  to  which  I  have  aQuded.  It 
forms  a  respectable  if  not  a  controlling  authority  in  fiavor  of  the 
conclusions  which  I  have  thus  far  indicated,  and  which  most 
have  been  substantially  adopted  by  Judges  McCouN,  Bab- 
CULO  and  Mobse. 

After  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  had  been  ren- 
dered, and  in  the  month  of  April,  1868,  Crawford  executed  an 
assignment  of  tiie  bond  and  mortgage  in  question  to  the  plaia- 
tiff.  Crawford  had  previously  on  the  16th  of  December,  1849, 
conveyed  the  bank  to  one  Emory  B.  Pottie,  of  Naples,  in  the 
county  of  Ontario.  Pottle  on  the  2d  of  March,  1851,  trans- 
ferred the  bank  to  Seth  C.  Hart  of  the  same  place,  and  the 
White  Plains  Bank,  by  Hart  as  its  president,  on  the  6th  of 
July,  1858,  assigned  all  its  interest  in  the  bond  and  mortgage 
irom  Cook  to  the  plaintiff.  On  the  22d  of  July,  1846,  Cook 
tendered  400  dollars  and  the  interest  upon  that  to  Crawford, 
in  full  satis&ction  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  which  Crawford 
jeftised  to  receive. 

In  my  narrative  of  the  facts,  I  have  so  far  confiddered  the 
questions  of  law  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  do  much 
more  than  state  my  conclusions. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  cannot  operate  as  an 
estoppel  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  as  he  has  since  perfected 
his  right  so  as  to  avoid  the  objections  which  then  operated 
against  him.  He  has  since  received  an  assignment  from  the 
mortgagee  and  also  &om  the  bank.  Neither  the  bank  nor  the 
mortgagee  oppose  his  claim.  It  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  has 
now  the  sole  title  to  the  mortgage,  if  anything  remains  due 
upon  it. 

The  main  question  is,  whether  the  mortgage  is  still  an  in« 
cumbrance  upon  the  land,  and  if  so  to  what  extent  ?  If  the 
payment  of  one  thousand  dollars  to  Cadmus  was  at  the  time 
or  subsequentiy  became  effective  as  a  reduction  of  the  debt, 
and  there  was  afterwards  a  valid  tender  of  the  residue,  then  the 
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land  18  eatirely  rdeaaed  from  the  lien,  and  the  plaintiff  must 
fail  in  this  addon,  although  he  would  still  have  a  claim  for 
such  residue  against  Cook  on  the  bond.  Did  then  the  pay- 
ment of  one  thousand  dollars  to  Oadmus,  operate  at  the  time 
or  afterwards  as  a  reduction  of  the  principal  secured  by  the 
bond  and  mortgage  ?  As  I  have  already  mentioned,  it  could 
not  reduce  such  principal  while  the  securities  were  in  the 
comptroller's  office.  Neither  could  it  have  such  effect  at  any 
time,  if  Cadmus  neither  had  any  title  to  the  securities,  nor  any 
legitimate  authority  to  receive  such  principal,  or  any  part  of  it 
K I  am  right  in  inferring  that  Cadmus  had  neither  such  title 
or  authority,  then  the  payment  was  inoperative,  except  possi- 
bly to  create  a  personal  claim  against  him.  But  if,  as  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  contended  on  the  trial,  Cadmus 
owned  the  bank,  and  the  security  was  taken  nominally  for 
Crawford  but  actually  for  him,  and  the  money  had  been  paid 
to  and  accepted  by  Cadmus,  on  a  promise  or  understanding 
that  it  should  be  credited  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage  when  he 
should  again  become  entitled  to  and  have  them,  could  Cook 
now  claim  a  credit  for  the  amount,  and  a  proportionate  reduc- 
tion  of  the  principal  ? 

Neither  Cook  nor  Cadmus,  nor  the  bank  whoever  owned  it, 
Dor  Crawford  as  a  trustee  for  any  one,  could  claim  these  secu- 
rities  from  the  comptroller  without  the  actual  payment  of  the 
principal  to  him.  The  money  received  from  Cook  by  Cadmus 
was  never  paid  to  that  officer,  nor  was  any  payment  made  to 
ham  by  or  in  behalf  of  Cook  or  Cadmus,  or  the  bank.  The 
money  which  went  into  the  comptroller's  office  belonged 
wholly  to  the  plaintiff.  Neither  Cook,  Cadmus  the  bank  or 
Crawford  had  any  interest  in  it.  The  payment  was  not  in  fisujt 
made  for  either  of  them.  Crawford  paid  the  money,  as  he 
alone  could  do  that  and  receive  a  re-assignment  of  the  bond 
and  mortgage.  It  may  be  as  the  court  of  appeals  decided,  that 
on  receiving  such  re-assigument  he  alone  had  technically  the 
sole  right  to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  But,  surely,  neither  the 
power  nor  duty  of  the  comptroller  could  interfere  with  or 
prevent  the  completion  of  a  previous  arrangement  between 
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Crawford  and  the  plaintiff,  or  impair  the  rights  or  ei^iiities  of 
the  plaintiff  under  such  arrangement  Can  it  be  that  if  a 
mortgagee,  while  his  mortgage  is-  in  the  possession  of  the 
comptroller,  under  the  act  relative  to  the  fi'ee  banks,  agrees 
with  a  third  person  that  if  he  will  furnish  the  requisite  funds, 
the  mortgage  shall  be  procured  with  such  f  onds  and  the  secu- 
rity shall  be  transferred  to  him  who  advances  the  money,  and 
the  money  is  accoidingly  advanced  and  paid  to  the  comptrol* 
ler  and  a  re-transfer  had,  the  mortgagee  cannot  effectually  as- 
sign the  securities  to  the  lender,  or  that  if  he  should  then 
refuse  to  do  so,  the  lender  cannot  cause  such  transfer  in  a  court 
of  equity  ?  It  is  so  palpable,  that  under  such  circumstances 
the  assignment  could  be  legally  made,  or  if  necessary  coerced, 
that  the  contrary  could  never  have  been  supposed,  but  for  a 
misapprehension  of  the  j  udgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  the 
suit  of  Mitchell  agt  Cook,  In  this  case,  there  was  precdaely 
such  an  agreement^  and  the  parties  have  endeavored  to  con- 
summate it,  and  have  done  all  that  was  necessary  for  that 
purpose  so  £ir  as  it  relates  to  them. 

As  Crawford  did  not  pay  his  own  money  he  acted  in  a  fidu- 
ciary capacity  in  taking  the  re-assignment.  For  whom  did  he 
then  act  ?  Not  for  the  bank  if  that  was  owned  at  the  time  by 
any  other  person,  for  the  money  paid  by  him  was  not  furnished 
by  such  bank ;  nor  for  Cook,  as  his  money  had  not  been  re- 
ceived by  Crawford,  and  of  course  was  not  applied  by  him  for 
any  purpose ;  nor  for  Cadmus,  who  had  received  such  money ; 
but  most  assuredly  for  the  plaintiff,  who  had  actually  furnished 
the  identical  means. 

If  the  controlling  question  in  this  case  had  been,  which  of 
the  parties  has  the  greater  equity,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  de- 
cision must  have  been  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  true  that 
Cook  has  actually  paid  his  money  with  an  intent  that  it  should 
be  credited  to  him  on  his  bond  and  mortgage.  But  he  knew 
that  those  papers  had  been  transferred  to,  and  as  he  had  every 
reason  to  bclieVe,  if  he  did  not  actually  know,  were  then  held 
by  the  comptroller  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  circu- 
lating notes  of  the  bank  to  the  same  amount    He  must  have 
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knows,  for  every  one  is  presumed  to  know  the  law,  that  the 
payment  was  unauthorized  at  the  time,  and  that  it  could  not 
avail  him,  unless  the  bank  as  the  payee  should  return  the  notes 
or  pay  the  amount  to  the  comptroller.  He  must,  therefore, 
have  trusted  mainly  to  the  responsibility  of  Oadmus,  to  whom 
lie  paid  the  money.  It  would  seem  from  some  of  the  testi* 
mony  that  he  did  so.  Cadmus  failed,  and  the  money  was  never 
paid  to  the  state  officer.  On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  ad- 
vanced the  entire  amount,  and  his  funds  were  the  sole  consid* 
eration  of  the  re-transfer.  Knowing  the  law  as  he  did  know 
it,  not  only  presumptively  but  actually,  he  was  aware  that  no 
part  of  the  principal  could  be  legally  paid  to  another  while 
the  bond  and  mortgage  were  held  by  the  comptroller.  He  had  a 
rigbt  to  presume  and  no  doubt  did  suppose,  that  no  unlawful  at- 
tempt had  been  made  to  pay  a  part  of  the  principal,  and  that  the 
whole  of  it  was  still  due.  He  was  an  innocent  and  bona  fide 
purchaser  of  securities  which  as  they  said,  and  as  he  had  a  right 
to  suppose  they  were,  were  still  valid  for  the  entire  amount 

If  the  payment  by  Cook  had  entitled  him  to  a  reduction  of 
the  principal,  the  tender  of  the  balance  would  have  been  inef- 
fectual, because,  first :  it  was  made  to  one  who  had  no  right 
to  receive  the  money,  and  secondly,  the  time  of  payment  of 
the  principal  had  not  arrived.  It  is  very  clear  that  a  tender 
of  money  before  it  is  payable  is  invalid.  It  was  contended  by 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  however,  that  this  objection  was 
waived,  as  it  was  not  mentioned  at  the  time.  It  is  true  that 
an  objection  is  considered  as  waived  when  not  explicitly  stated, 
when  it  could  have  been  obviated  by  the  person  making  the 
tender  if  he  had  been  apprised  of  it ;  but  the  principle  extends 
no  further.  In  this  case,  there  was  of  course,  no  power  to 
waive  or  avoid  the  objection  if  it  had  been  mentioned. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  entire  principal 
was  due  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to  the  plainti£f,  and  that 
^ch  assignment  is  valid. 

There  must  be  flie  usual  judgment  of  foreclosure  for  the  en- 
tire principal,  and  the  interest  upon  it  from  the  date  of  the  re- 
assignment by  the  comptroller. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel  Samuel  Boylston,  Respondent  agt 
Jonathan  Tarbell,  Appellant. 

A  noUce  of  o^fpeai  from  a  judgment  at  circuit  or  special  term,  which  statee  that  tiie 
i^peal  is  taken  to  the  "supreme  oourt,"  instead  of  saying  to  the  "genonl 
term  of  the  supreme  court,*'  as  stated  in  the  laws  of  1854,  (Session  Laaos  df 
1854,  p.  692,)  is  sufficient;  especially  where  the  undertaking  recites  that  the 
defendant  has  appealed  to  "  the  supreme  court  at  general  tenn.'* 

Where  an  appeal  was  taken  from  a  judgment  of  restitution  for  certain  premiaeB 
with  $86.28  costs,  and  the  noUoe  of  appeal  stated  that  the  appeal  was  "fitnn 
the  judgment  entered  in  this  action  to  the  supreme  court  \  said  judgment  was 
entered  for  $86.28,"  Aa 

Hdd^  on  objection  that  the  appeal  was  taken  only  from  tiie  part  of  the  judgment 
giving  costs,  and  not  from  the  award  of  restitution,  that  the  notice  was  suffi- 
cient, accompanied  as  it  was  with  a  copy  undertaking  which  recited  that  *'  the 
defendant  shall  pay  to  the  relator  for  the  use  of  the  premises  described  in  the 
proceedmgs'm  said  judgment,  from  the  12th  day  of  July,  1856,  until  the  said 
premises  shaU  he  restored^  &c.,  to  the  relator." 

"Where  an  order  in  the  action  was  agreed  upon  by  the  attorneys  of  the  respectiTe 
parties  in  open  court,  allowing  defendant  thirty  days  to  appeal,  alter  notice  of 
judgment,  and  also  to  make  a  case,  but  by  a  mistake,  the  christian  name  of  the 
defendant  was  entered  in  the  order  "  Daniel,"  instead  of  "Jonathan,"  and  de- 
scribing the  undertakings  required  to  be  given  and  proceedings  in  the  mean- 
time to  stt^. 

On  objection  that  there  was  no  stay  of  proceedings  because :  1st.  No  valid  order 
was  entered,  2d.  If  the  order  was  valid,  it  ceased  to  be  bmding  for  want  of  the 
proper  security,  inasmuch  as  the  condition  of  the  undertakings  were  to  pay 
costs  of  the  appeal  not  exceeding  $260,  and  "  all  damages  which  shall  be  awarded 
against  the  appellant  upon  the  appeal,  not  exceeding  $175  for  the  use  of  the 
premises^"  Ac.  And  the  defendant  joined  the  two  undertakings,  and  the  affi- 
davit of  the  justification  of  the  sureties  was  not  equal  to  what  it  should  have 
been  had  they  been  separate^  that  the  justification  was  only  in  the  sum  of 
$675,  when  it  should  have  been  $845.12. 

HM^  1st.  That  the  order  was  entered  probably  by  mistake  as  to  the  name  of  the 
defendant ;  but  it  was  intended  to  be  in  this  action,  and  entered  in  open  oouit 
in  presence  of  tiie  parties,  and  both  had  regarded  it  as  a  valid  one,  and  acted 
under  it  up  to  the  time  of  service  of  notice  of  appeal  The  order  must  be  held 
valid,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  properly  amend  it  2d.  The  affidavit  oC 
justification  was  technically  msuffident  Section  841  of  the  Code  requires  the 
affidavit  of  the  sureties  to  state  that  they  are  each  worth  double  the  anwMi 
specified  (herein.    Leave  to  amend  given. 
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Washingion  (XrcuU  and  Special  Terrriy  May,  1867. 
MonoN  to  set  aside  writ  of  restitution  or  to  perfect  appeal. 

The  defendant  was  convicted  on  a  traverse  taken  to  proceed- 
ings for  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  originally  commenced  be- 
fore the  county  judge  of  Essex  county,  and  removed  by  certi- 
orari to  this  court.  The  trial  was  had  at  the  Essex  circuit  in 
March,  1867,  before  Judge  Boseerans,  and  a  verdict  ren- 
dered against  defendant^  on  which  judgment  was  entered 
against  defendant  for  $86.28,  and  a  restitution  of  the  possession 
of  the  premises  awarded.  Thirty  days  were  allowed  defendant 
by  an  order  agreed  upon  in  open  court  to  appeal  after  notice 
of  judgment,  and  also  to  make  a  case.  The  order,  by  a  pro- 
bable mistake,  was  entered  as  in  a  cause  wherein  Daniel  Tar- 
bell  was  defendant,  rastead  of  the  defendant  in  this  action,  but 
it  was  partly  drawn  up  by  the  counsel  for  the  relator,  and  or- 
dered in  open  court  in  this  action.  It  required  that  the  secu- 
rity on  the  appeal  should  be  an  undertaking  to  the  amount  of 
$260,  to  pay  costs  as  in  ordinary  cases  of  appeal,  also  an.  un- 
dertaking in  double  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  to  pay  the 
same,  if  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  and  a  bond  in  the  sum 
of  $260,  witii  a  condition  to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  premises 
by  defendant,  from  the  time  of  the  entry  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, untQ  they  should  be  restored  to  the  relator,  if  judgment 
should  be  afEirmed.  The  undertaking  and  bond  to  be  acknowl- 
edged, and  the  sureties,  of  which  there  should  be  two,  to  justify, 
and  proceedings  were  in  the  meantime  to  stay.  No  copy  of 
the  order  was  ever  served,  but  it  was  ordered  to  be  entered  in 
open  court  in  the  presence  of  the  counsel  of  both  parties,  and 
was  entered  by  the  clerk  as  before  stated,  in  the  name  of  Dan- 
iel TarbeU,  in  the  title  of  the  cause  as  defendant. 

Notice  of  the  judgment  was  served  on  defendant's  attorney 
on  the  2Sd  day  of  March,  1857,  and  on  the  22d  day  of  April, 
1857,  (the  last  day,)  notice  of  appeal  was  served  on  the  clerk 
and  on  relator's  attorney,  as  follows :  "  Please  to  take  notice, 
that  the  defendant  appeals  &om  the  judgment  entered  in  this 
action,  to  the  supreme  court ;  said  judgment  was  entered  for 
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eighty-fdx  dollais  and  twenty-eight  oents^  &c^  on  ihe  20di  day 
of  March,  1857,  in  the  clerk's  office  of  Essex  cotinty.'' 

The  notice  was  accompanied  with  copies  of  the  undertak- 
ings entered  into  by  defendant  and  two  sureties,  which  were 
dnlj  acknowledged.  The  sureties  also  justified  in  one  under- 
taking to  the  amount  of  $500,  double  the  amount  therein, 
which  was  conditioned  to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  premises  if 
judgment  should  be  affirmed,  and  in  the  other,  the  sureties 
justified  in  the  amount  of  $675,  conditioned  to  pay  the  amount 
of  judgment  if  it  should  be  affirmed,  and  all  damages,  &a 

The  attorneys  for  the  relator,  deeming  the  appeal  and  notice 
irregular,  and  not  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  order, 
on  the  24th  day  of  April,  (two  days  after  the  service  of  notice,) 
returned  the  notice  by  mail  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  whose 
office  was  sixteen  miles  from  their  residence,  and  at  the  same 
time  gave  notice  to  defendant's  attorney  that  they  should  dis- 
regard the  appeal,  and  execute  their  writ  of  restitution  on  the 
following  grounds : 

1.  That  the  notice  was  of  an  appeal  to  the  "  supreme  court," 
instead  of  being  tp  the  "  general  term  of  the  supreme  court." 
•  2.  That  the  notice  was  of  an  appeal  &om  that  part  of  the 
judgment  only  which  gives  costs. 

8.  That  the  proper  undertakings  on  the  appeal  were  not 
executed. 

4.  That  no  undertaking  in  a  sum  double  the  amount  of  the 
sum  recovered  by  the  relator  against  the  defendant,  had  been 
given  or  executed. 

5.  That  the  justification  of  the  sureties  to  the  imdertaking 
filed  and  recorded,  was  in  too  small  a  sum,  it  being  in  the  sum 
of  $675  only,  when  it  should  have  been  in  the  sum  of  $845.12. 

6.  That  defendant  had  no  right  to  appeal  at  all,  or  if  he  had, 
he  having  failed  for  all  or  some  of  the  reasons  to  perfect  his 
appeal,  the  attorneys  for  relator  should  disregard  the  appeal 
and  proceed  as  if  no  order  to  stay  proceedings  had  been 
granted. 

•A  writ  of  restitution  was  accordingly  issued  and  served  on 
the  25th  of  April,  1857,  and  the  relator  put  into  possession  of 
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ihe  pTemises.  The  defendant's  attorney  now  makes  a  motion 
to  set  aside  the  writ,  and  that  defendant  be  again  restored  to 
the  possession  of  the  premises,  or  in  case  that  any  irregularity 
should  be  deemed  to  exist  in  his  appeal,  that  he  haye  leave  to 
amend  and  perfect  it,  he  swearing  that  it  was  put  in  in  good 
£Bdth  and  not  for  delay. 

Pond  &  'ExsDj/or  relaior. 
J.  P.  BvTLEOS^  for  defendarit. 

C.  L.  Allen,  Justice.  I  do  not  perceive  that  there  is  any 
force  in  the  general  objection  that  defendant  had  no  right  to 
appeal  at  alL  The  relator's  attorney  and  counsel  conceded  this 
right  when  they  agreed  upon  the  order  which  was  entered  in 
open  court,  after  being  pard;  drawn  up  by  them,  and  in  their 
presence. 

The^r,s^  specific  objection  is,  that  the  notice  is  of  an  appeal 
to  the  supreme  court  generaUt/j  instead  of  being  to  the  general 
term  as  prescribed  by  statute. 

The  act  of  15th  April,  1854,  {Session  Laws  of  185i,  p.  692,) 
enacts  that  the  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the  "  general  term  of 
the  supreme  court,"  and  section  348  of  the  Code  of  1852,  de- 
clares that  "  an  appeal  upon  the  law  may  be  taken  to  the  gen- 
eral term,  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a  ref- 
eree, or  the  direction  of  a  single  judge  of  the  same  court,"  &c. 
And  section  344  prescribes  that  an  appeal  may  he  iaken  io 
"  the  supreme  court,"  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  county 
court,  &c.  These  appeals  are  all  heard  at  general  term.  There 
is  no  appeal  from  the  judgment  rendered  by  a  single  judge  to 
the  circuit  or  special  term,  although  section  265  specifies  cer- 
tain cases,  where  exceptions  are  in  the  first  instance  to  be  heard 
at  special  term.  Section  327  requires  that  the  appeal  must  bet 
made  by  the  service  of  a  notice  in  writing  on  the  adverse  party 
and  on  the  clerk  from  Whom  the  judgment  or  order  appealed 
from  is  entered,  stating  the  appeal  from  the  same  or  some  spe- 
cified part  thereof  Section  346  declares  that  appeals  in  the 
^mpreme  court  "  shdll  be  heard  at  a  general  ierm.^^    Taking  all 
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these  sections  together,  I  think  the  notjioe  of  appeal  in  this  am 
was  sufficient  The  relator  could  not  have  been  misled  by  it. 
By  the  notice  of  appeal  to  the  supreme  courts  he  knew  that  it 
could  be  heard  nowhere  else  than  at  the  general  term^  and  that 
the  appeal  was  neoessarily  to  that  term,  the  circuit  court  oi 
special  term  having  no  appellate  jwmrfiction.  Besides,  in  this 
case,  the  notice  was  accompanied  by  copies  of  the  undertak- 
ings, in  one  of  which  it  was  recited  that  the  defendant  had  ap- 
pealed  to  "  the  supreme  court  at  general  term,  firom  the  judg- 
ment, &c.,  entered  on  the  20th  of  March,  1857."  The  notice 
must  be  deemed  sufficient. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  notice  is  of  an  appeal  firom 
that  part  of  the  judgment  for  costs  only,  and  that  it  does  not 
affect  the  award  of  restitution.  Section  S27  before  quoted,  de« 
Clares  that  the  notice  must  state  the  appeal  to  be  from  the 
judgment,  or  some  specified  part  (hereof.  In  this  case,  the  notice 
states  that  the  appeal  is  ^*  from  the  judgment  entered  in  this 
action  to  the  supreme  court ;  said  judgment  was  entered  for 
$86.28,  &c.,  on  the  20th  day  of  March,  1857,  in  the  clerk's 
office  of  Essex  county."  By  section  830,  the  supreme  court 
**  may  reverse,  affirm  or  modify  the  judgment  or  order  ap- 
pealed Irom,  in  the  respect  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  appeal^  ifec." 
The  counsel  for  the  relator  argues,  that  the  notice  of  appeal, 
and  aho  the  reeital  in  the  undertaking,  specifies  the  judgment 
for  costs  as  being  the  part  appealed  from,  and  that  the  award 
of  restitution  is,  therefore,  in  no  way  affected  by  the  appeal. 
It  is  true,  that  the  recital  in  one  of  the  underts^ngs  is,  that 
the  appeal  is  in  relation  to  the  payment  of  the  costs  entered  in 
the  judgment  But  if  there  is  any  force  in  this  argument,  it 
is  AiUy  answered  by  the  recital  in  the  other  undertaking  and 
also  in  the  condition — ^which  is,  that  defendant  shall  pay  to  the 
relator  for  the  use  of  the  premises  described  in  the  proceedings 
in  said  judgment,  fix)m  the  12th  day  of  July,  1856,  until  the 
said  premises  sliaU  be  restored,  &c.,  to  the  relator."  This  shows 
conclusively,  that  defendant  intended  to  appeal  from  that  part 
of  the  judgment  awarding  restitution,  as  well  as  to  that  part 
granting  costs*    The  appeal  wssfrom  the  jtidgmeni  entered  in 
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the  actioDi  and  then  the  notice  proceeds  to  state  that,  "  said 
judgment  was  entered  fc»  $86.28/'  &c.,  meaning  probably  to  al- 
lude to  the  amount  of  costs,  &c.,  as  matter  of  description.  The 
notice  technicallj  should  haye  been,  that  an  appeal  was  taken 
from  the  whole  judgment ;  but  the  relator  could  not  have  been 
misled,  accompanied  as  the  notice  was,  by  the  copies  of  un* 
dertakings  before  alluded  to.  I  think  the  notice  was  sufficient, 
but  as  defendant  will  haye  leaye  to  amend  his  affidayit  of  jus- 
tification as  hereafter  specified,  he  may  also  amend  his  notice 
within  the  same  time  allowed  in  that  particular,  if  he  deems  it 
adyisable  so  to  do. 

It  is  objected  further,  that  there  was  no  stay  of  proceed- 
ings when  the  writ  of  possession  issued. 

First  Because  there  was  no  yalid  order  for  a  stay  of  pro* 
ceedings  entered  originally.  The  order  was  entered  undoubt- 
edly by  mistake  in  inserting  the  name  of  Daniel  Tarbell  as 
defendant,  instead  of  defendant  in  the  title  of  the  cause. 
Whether  this  was  the  mistake  of  the  derk  or  of  either  of  the 
parties,  does  not  appear.  But  as  already  obseryed,  the  order 
was  intended  to  be  in  this  action.  It  was  partly  drawn  up  by 
the  relator's  counsel,  and  ordered  to  be  entered  in  open  court 
in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  and  both  had  regarded  it  as  a 
yalid  order  and  acted  under  it,  up  to  the  time  of  sendee  of  no- 
tice of  appeal,  although  no  copy  had  been  served  on  the  rela- 
tor's attorneys,  none  probably  haying  been  deemed  necessary, 
as  it  was  entered  in  the  presence  of  the  parties.  It  is  not  pre- 
tended but  that  the  order  was  intended  to  be  a  yalid  one,  and 
I  must  deem  it  such,  granting  leaye  to  the  defendant  to  amend 
it  as  entered,  by  inserting  his  own  name  in  the  title,  instead  of 
that  of  Daniel  TarbelL 

Second.  It  is  argued  that  the  order,  if  deemed  to  be  yalid, 
ceased  to  be  binding  for  want  of  the  propw  security,  inasmuch 
as  it  required  an  undertaking  in  $260  to  pay  costs,  and  also  an 
xmdertaking  in  a  sum  double  the  amount  of  the  judgment  con- 
ditioned to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  premises,  &c.  It  is  urged, 
that  although  defendant  has  joined  the  two  undertakings  in 
one  instrument,  yet  that  the  sum  of  the  justification  is  not 
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equal  to  what  it  should  have  been  if  the  undertakingB  had 
been  separate ;  that  the  justification  is  only  in  $675,  when  it 
should  haye  been  $845.12. 

The  judgment  for  costs  was  $86.28,  which  is  recited  in  the 
undertaking.  The  condition  is  that  defendant  shall  pay  costs 
of  appeal  not  exceeding  $250,  and  "  all  damages  which  shall 
be  awarded  against  the  appellant  upon  the  appeal,  not  exceed- 
ing $175,"  &c.  Section  841  enacts  that  ''an  undertaking 
upon  an  appeal  shall  be  of  no  effect,  unless  it  be  accompanied 
by  the  affidavit  of  the  sureties  that  they  are  each  worth  don- 
ble  the  amount  specified  therein.  This  seems  to  settle  the 
question.  The  affidavit  was  in  double  the  amount  of  the  first 
sum  mentioned  in  the  condition,  viz :  $250,  but  was  not  in 
double  the  amount  of  the  latter  sum,  $175.  That  sum,  it  is 
true,  was  more  than  double  the  amount  of  costs ;  but  as  the 
section  seems  to  be  imperative,  the  affidavit  was  technically 
insufficient.  The  defendant  must  have  leave  to  amend  his 
affidavit  of  justification,  within  thirty  days,  and  serve  a  copy 
thereof,  with  copy  of  this  order,  within  that  time. 

As  to  restitution :  if  the  appeal  had  been  perfectly  regular  in 
all  respects,  I  shotdd  probably  have  granted  an  order  to  that 
effect ;  but  as  I  have  granted  defendant  a  favor  in  giving  him 
leave  to  amend  and  perfect  his  appeal,  and  as  there  is  no  pre- 
tence or  claim  that  the  relator  is  insolvent  or  will  not  be  able 
to  make  complete  restitution  of  all  property  and  rights  to  de- 
fendant under  section  S80,  if  the  judgment  shall  be  reversed, 
I  shall  deny  that  part  of  the  defendant's  motion.  If  defendant 
shall  amend  and  perfect  his  appeal  in  the  particulars  required 
within  the  time  granted  by  the  order,  that  part  of  his  motion 
is  to  be  granted  with  $10  costs  of  opposing  motion  on  the  part 
of  defendant,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  appeal.  Otherwise  the 
motion  is  to  be  denied  with  $10  costs. 

Order  accordingly. 
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SUPBEME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Tecb  UiaoN  Insurance  Company,  plaintiffi  in  error,  agt 
John  Blair  Hoge,  defendant  in  error. 

Hie  matoal  insofsnoe  oompanies  of  the  state  of  New-York,  fonned  tinder  the  act 
of  the  legialatare  of  that  state,  passed  April  10th,  1849,  entitled  "An  act  to 
provide  for  the  incorporaUon  of  insurance  companies,"  were  authorized  to  issue 
policies  of  insurance  for  a  cash  premium  in  lieu  of  a  premium  note ;  and  said 
policies  are  valid. 

Ibe  cash  premiums  paid  represent  the  insured  in  the  "  common  ftmd,''  as  well 
aa  the  premium  notes,  which  "  common  ftmd  "  is  devoted  to  the  payment  of 
any  losses  that  may  occur. 

This  case  was  brought  up  from  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  New-York,  by  writ 
of  error.  The  action  was  brought  by  John  Blair  Hoge,  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  circuit  court,  against  the  Union  Insurance 
Company,  the  defendants,  which  court  adjudged  that  the  said 
defendants,  "  by  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New- 
York,  passed  April  10th,  1849,  entitled  '  An  act  to  provide  for 
the  incorporation  of  insurance  companies,'  and  by  the  charter 
of  the  defendant's  company,  were  authorized  to  issue  policies 
of  insurance  for  a  cash  premium  in  lieu  of  a  premium  note,  and 
that  as  the  defendant's  policy  of  insurance  was  issued  for  cash 
only,  that  the  same  is  a  valid  policy.  And  that  the  premium 
notes  of  the  defendants  and  the  moneys  of  the  defendants  col- 
lected on  premium  notes,  and  all  of  the  assets  of  the  defendants 
are  equally  liable  for  the  payment  of  losses  on  policies  of  insur- 
ance issued  for  a  cash  premium  only  in  lieu  of  premium  notes, 
as  for  losses  on  policies  of  insurance  based  on  premium  notes 
only.'' 

Judgment  was  entered  for  $2,500,  the  amount  claimed,  and 
interest 

The  case  is  further  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  It 
was  argued  on  printed  argfuments  by  Henrt  Van  Der  Lyn, 
for  the  plaintiffii  in  error,  and  Henry  R  Mygatt,  for  the  de. 
fisndant  in  error. 
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The  case  was  decided  January  lOth,  1859.  Present:  The 
Eon.  EoGEB  B.  Taney,  chief  justice^  and  the  Homrahles  JAICJES 
M.  Wayne,  John  Catron,  Peter  V.  Daniel,  Samuel  Nbl- 
SON,  Robert  C.  Grieb,  John  A,  Campbell,  mvi  Nathan 
Clifford,  associate  justices. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  Umted 
States  for  the  northern  district  of  New- York. 

The  suit  was  brought  against  the  defendants  on  a  policy  of 
insurance  against  fire,  in  the  sum  of  two  thousand  five  hun- 
dred  dollars,  upon  a  paper  mill,  machinery  and  stock  of  one 
E.  K  Kounsler,  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  the  property  situate  in 
that  state.  The  defendants  are  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  New- York,  and  the  place  of  business  at  the  village 
of  Fort  Plain,  an  interior  town  of  that  state.  The  policy  and 
all  interest  under  the  same  have  been  duly  assigned  to  the 
plainti£ 

There  is  no  question  in  the  case  upon  the  loss  or  upon  the 
preliminary  proofe ;  the  defence  being  placed  exclusively  upon 
a  defect  of  authority  in  the  defendants  to  issue  the  policy.  The 
act  of  the  legislature  of  New- York,  passed  April  10th,  1849, 
under  which  they  were  incorporated,  provided,  section  1,  that 
any  number  of  persons,  not  less  than  thirteen,  might  associate 
and  form  an  incorporated  company,  among  other  things,  to 
make  insurance  on  dwellings,  houses,  &c.,  against  loss  or  dam- 
age by  fire;  section  S,  that  these  persons  should  file  in  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  the  state  a  declaration  signed  by  them, 
expressing  their  intention  to  form  a  company  for  transacting 
the  business  of  insurance,  which  declaration  should  comprise 
a  copy  of  the  charter  proposed  to  be  adopted  by  them,  and 
requiring  notice  of  their  intention  to  be  published  in  a  news- 
paper a  given  number  of  weeks.    Section  4  provides  for  open- 
ing books  of  subscription  to  the  capital  stock,  and  that  in  case 
the  business  of  the  company  was  to  be  conducted  on  the  plan 
of  mutual  insurance,  then  to  open  books  to  receive  proposi- 
tions and  enter  into  agreements  in  the  manner  afterwards 
BpeciQed ;  which  in  substance  is,  that  the  company  shall  not 
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omnuience  bnsineBB  until  agreementB  shall  have  been  entered 
into  for  insuraiice,  the  premiums  on  which  shall  amoont  to 
one  hundred  thousand  doUars,  sod  notes  have  been  reodTed 
in  advance  &xe  the  premiums  on  such  risks,  payable  at  the  end 
of  or  within  twelve  months  £rom  date,  which  notes  shall  be 
con8id»«d  a  part  of  the  capital  stock,  and  shall  be  deemed 
valid,  negotiable  and  coUectaUe  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
losses  or  otherwise.  Section  11,  that  the  charter  of  the  com- 
pany should  be  examined  by  the  attorney  general  of  the  state, 
and  if  found  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  act» 
Slid  not  inoonsistdttt  with  the  constitution  or  laws  of  the  state, 
he  shoxdd  certify  the  same  to  the  comptroller  of  the  state ;  and 
thereupon  the  comptroller  should  institute  an  examination  to 
aaoertein  if  the  company  had  received,  and  had  in  its  actual 
potaessftcm,  the  capital,  premiums,  &c^  to  the  full  extent  re- 
qjaxod  by  the  act ;  and  upon  a  cesiificate  to  this  effect  by  the 
emnptrolW,  filed  in  the  office  c^  the  secretaiy  of  state,  this 
officer  should  fiumish  the  company  with  a  certified  copy  of  the 
charter  saA  certificates,  wyeh,  upon  being  filed  in  the  office  of 
Ibe  derk  of  the  county  in  which  the  company  is  located,  shall 
be  ilB  fKUthority  to  commence  buMness,  and  issue  policies. 

By  section  10  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  corporators  to  de- 
viae  in  the  <sharter  the  mode  and  manner  in  which  the  corpo- 
rate powers  conferred  by  the  general  act  are  to  be  exercised ; 
and  by  section  12  the  COTporators,  (amstees  or  directors,  as  the 
case  may  be,  shall  have  power  to  make  such  by-laws,  not  in- 
consistent with  the  constitution  or  laws  of  the  state,  as  may  be 
deemed  necessary  foar  the  government  of  its  officers  and  the 
condnct  of  its  afbirs. 

By  the  fifth  section  of  the  (Jailer  formed  under  this  general 
act,  it  is  provided  Aat  the  rights,  powers,  &c.,  conferred  by  law 
<m  the  company,  ^11  be  vested  in  and  exercised  by  a  board 
of  directors,  to  consist  of  thirteen  persons,  to  be  elected  by  per- 
sons h<dding  the  policies  of  insurance  in  the  company  ^  their 
proxies,  -and  one  votfe  shall  be  allowed  on  every  one  hundwd 
dollars  insured.  The  eighth  section  of  the  charter  pfovides 
tixat  the  rates  of  instrrance  AaU  be  Axed  and  regulated  by  the 

•Vol.  XVIL  9 


180  NBW-TORK  PBAOnOB  RBPOBTS. 

The  ITjiion  Insonooe  Gompttoy  agt  Hoge. 

company ;  and  premium  notes  therefor  shall  be  received  firam 
the  insured,  and  shall  be  paid  at  such  time  or  times  and  insach 
sum  or  sums  as  the  company  shall  from  time  to  time  require ; 
and  any  person  applying  for  insurance,  so  electing,  may  pay  a 
cash  premium^  in  addition  to  a  premium  note,  or  a  definiU  sum 
in  money,  to  be  fixed  by  the  company,  in  full  of  said  insuianoe 
and  in  lieu  of  a  premium  note. 

The  policy  in  question  was  issued  on  the  payment  of  a  cash 
premium,  under  this  eighth  section  of  the  charter,  the  insured 
paying  a  gross  sum  of  fifty-six  dollars  and  twenty-five  cents 
for  the  insurance  of  his  paper  mill  and  stock  to  the  amount  of 
$2,500  for  one  year. 

The  ground  taken  in  the  defence  is,  that  according  to  the 
general  act  under  which  the  defendants  were  organized,  they 
were  empowered  to  make  contracts  and  issue  policies  of  insur- 
ance to  such  persons  only  as  became  members  of  the  company 
by  giving  premium  notes ;  and  that  the  eighth  section  of  the 
charter,  providing  for  the  payment  of  the  premium  in  cash, 
was  without  authority,  and  the  policy  therefore  void. 

It  is  stated  in  the  plea  upon  which  the  question  in  the  case 
is  raised,  that  from  the  time  the  company  began  business, 
(August,  1850,)  till  June,  1858,  when  it  became  insolvent, 
over  two  thousand  policies  were  issued,  founded  upon  pre- 
mium notes,  and  over  two  thousand  five  hundred  founded 
upon  cash  premiums ;  and  that  the  amount  of  forty-three  thou- 
sand dollars  was  received  by  the  company  for  policies  issued 
upon  cash  premiums. 

The  general  act,  conferring  the  power  upon  companies  or- 
ganized under  it  to  make  contracts  of  insurance  against  fire 
and  issue  policies,  provides  for  a  certain  amount  of  capital 
($100,000),  secured  by  premium  notes  upon  engagements  of 
insurance  entered  into  by  the  companies,  as  a  condition  to  the 
right  of  oonmiencing  the  ^usmess  of  insurance.  This  capital, 
thus  obtained,  is  essential  to  a  complete  organization  under  the 
act ;  for,  without  it,  the  corporation  is  forbidden  to  enter  upon 
the  business  of  insurance. 

These  preliminary  engagements  and  the  giving  pf  premium 
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notes  were  designed  as  an  immediate  security  to  persons  who, 
coniSding  in  the  responsibility  of  the  company,  should  make 
application  for  insurance  on  its  going  into  operation. 

The  notes  thus  constituting  capital  are  to  be  made  payable 
at  or  within  a  year  from  their  date ;  they  may  be  made  pay- 
able, therefore,  within  the  terms  of  the  act,  on  demand  or  at 
any  short  period;  and  they  "are  made  negotiable  and  collect- 
able for  the  payment  of  any  losses  which  may  accrue  in  the 
business  of  insurance  or  otherwise.  And  it  has  been  held  in 
the  court  of  appeals  in  New-York  that  they  are  collectable  by 
the  company,  irrespective  of  losses  or  assessments  to  pay  losses. 
(16  New-  Y<yrk  B.  810 ;  2  Smith  B.) 

Now,  although  the  general  act  provides  for  premium  notes 
upon  these  preliminary  engagements  of  insurance  to  be  con- 
summated on  the  organization  of  the  company,  and  with  a  view 
to  capital  upon  which  to  begin  the  business  of  insurance,  there 
is  no  provision  to  be  found  in  it  prescribing  the  mode  or  man- 
ner in  which  premiums  shall  be  paid  or  secured  after  the 
company  has  become  organized  and  commenced  operations. 
That  seems  to  have  been  left  to  be  regulated  in  the  charter 
formed  under  the  act. 

The  provision,  prescribing  the  giving  of  notes  in  advance  for 
premiums  with  a  view  to  create  capital,  has  no  necessary  rela- 
tion to  the  subject  of  premiums  to  be  received  by  the  company 
after  its  organization,  and  in  the  course  of  conducting  its  ordi- 
nary business.  The  act  had  in  view  a  different  object  in 
requiring  the  giving  these  notes,  and  provided  specially  for 
their  disposition  and  use  with  reference  thereto.  They  are 
made  a  part  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  and  negoti- 
able and  collectable  for  the  payment  of  losses  or  otherwise, 
and,  as  we  have  seen,  collectable  as  such  capital,  irrespective  of 
loss  or  assessment  for  losses  ;  and,  as  they  may  be  made  pay- 
able on  demand  or  at  a  short  day,  are  convertible  into  money, 
according  to  the  decision  in  the  court  of  appeals  of  New- York, 
immediately  on  the  company's  becoming  organized  and  ready 
for  business. 

Even  if  this  provision  could  be  regarded  as  bearing  upon  the 
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subject  of  premiums  after  the  organization  of  the  company,  it 
would  fumisli  but  feeble  support  to  the  argument  against  caali 
premiums,  the  difference  being  simply  between  cash  and  a  note 
payable  and  collectable  immediately.  According,  to  the  act 
and  construction  given  to  it  in  the  case  referred  to,  these  notes 
have  no  necessary  existence  after  the  organization  of  the  com- 
pany. They  may  then  be  converted  into  money.  They  seem 
to  have  been  made  necessary  under  this  system  of  insurance 
while  the  company  was  in  the  process  of  organization,  by  way 
of  furnishing  the  incipient  amoimt  of  capital  required  by  the 
act. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  the  company  in  question  is  a 
mutual  insurance  company,  as  declared  by  the  act;  that  accord- 
ing to  this  system,  the  insured  must  be  a  member  of  it,  and 
that  a  person  insured  upon  a  cash  premium,  without  any  further 
liability,  cannot  be  a  member.     This  argument  is  not  wdl 
founded  either  upon  principle  or  authority.    Admitting  that 
the  insured  must  be  a  member  of  the  company,  he  is  made  so 
by  the  payment  of  the  cash  premium.    The  theory  of  a  mutual 
insurance  company  is,  that  the  premiums  paid  by  each  mem- 
ber for  the  insurance  of  his  property  constitute  a  common  ftmd, 
devoted  to  the  payment  of  any  losses  that  may  occur.    Now, 
the  cash  premium  may  as  well  represent  the  insured  in  the 
common  ftind  as  the  premium  note ;  and  this  dass  of  com- 
panies has  been  so  long  engaged  in  the  business  of  insurance, 
it  may  well  be  that  they  can  determine,  with  sufficient  certainty 
for  all  practical  purposes,  the  just  difference  in  the  rates  of 
premium  between  cash  and  notes.    These  mutual  companies, 
possessing  the  authority  contained  in  the  eighth  section  of  this 
charter,  namely,  to  take  cash  premiums  or  premium  notes,  are 
at  the  present  day  in  operation  in  several  of  the  states,  and  it 
has  never  been  supposed  that  the  mutual  principle  has  been 
thereby  abrogated.    (8  Ohio  R  848,  N.  S.) 

It  has  also  been  aligned,  that  inasmuch  as  the  defendants 
have  been  organized  upon  the  principle  of  a  mutual  insurance 
company^  its  business  must  be  conducted,  as  it  respects  lihe 
premiums  to  be  received,  accoi'ding  to  the  plan  of  mutual  com- 
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panice  pievioualj  ohartered  in  tbe  state  of  New-York.  If  the 
previous  companies  were  required  by  their  charter  to  receive 
premiuiB  notes  and  not  cash,  then  this  requirement  distin- 
guishes them  from  the  one  before  us.  If  their  charters  con- 
tained no  such  provision,  then  they  were  left  like  the  present 
one,  to  regulate  the  mode  of  payment  at  discretion.  Besides, 
mutual  companies  upon  both  plans  had  been  chartered  by  the 
legislature  of  New'York  previous  to  the  act  of  1849,  and  hence 
no  inference  can  be  drawn,  as  it  respects  the  charters  of  pre- 
vious companies,  from  the  unexpressed  intent  of  the  legislature 
in  ihis  act,  if  otherwise  admissible. 

The  true  answer,  however,  to  this  argument  we  think  is, 
that  ia  the  absence  of  any  reference  to  previous  charters,  by 
which  tbe  provisions  of  the  same  might  have  been  incorpo- 
rated in  the  preaant;  one,  the  court  must  look  to  the  law  itself 
for  the  purpose  of  expounding  its  provisions  and  ascertaining 
the  intent  of  the  legislature. 

The  general  aot  prescribed  the  outlines  of  the  system,  and 
all  the  conditions  and  guards  that  were  deemed  essential  to 
the  security  of  persons  applying  for  insurance,  leaving  the 
details  and  interior  regulations  to  be  arranged  and  determined 
by  the  company  in  their  charter.  Large  powers  were  con- 
ferred in  general  terms,  as  in  the  10th  section,  "  to  declare  in 
the  charters,"  "  the  mode  and  manner  in  which  the  corporate 
powers  given  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  act  are  to  be  exer- 
dfied ;"  and  again,  in  the  12th  section,  the  company  "  shall 
have  power  to  make  such  by-laws  "  "  as  may  be  deemed  neces- 
sary for  the  government  of  its  officers,  and  the  conduct  of  its 
affairs."  And  besides  these  general  powers,  inasmuch  as  the 
company  is  incorporated  for  the  express  purpose  of  insurance 
of  property  against  fire,  in  the  absence  of  any  prescribed  mode 
of  payment  of  premiums,  the  power  to  prescribe  it  by  the  com- 
pany ia  necessarily  implied ;  otherwise  the  object  for  which  it 
was  created  would  be  defeated. 

This  question  has  been  indirectly  before  several  of  the  courts 
ofKew^'York,  and  in  all  of  them,  so  &r  as  any  opinion  has  been 
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expressed,  as  I  tmderstaiid,  it  has  been  in  &Tor  of  the  yalidity 
of  these  policies. 

The  practical  construction  of  this  act  of  1849,  by  the  public 
officers  of  the  state,  including  the  attorney  general,  who  were 
required  to  supervise  the  preliminary  steps  made  neoessarj  to 
the  organization  of  the  company,  and  to  certify  that  it  had  con* 
formed  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  the  latter  officer  espe- 
cially, that  the  charter  was  in  accordance  with  it,  is  deserving 
of  consideration.  Under  the  construction  thus  given,  numer' 
ous  companies  have  been  organized  with  charters  hke  the 
present,  providing  for  cash  premiums  or  premium  notes,  at  the 
election  of  the  insured,  and  an  extensive  business  of  insurance 
carried  on  in  New- York,  and  several  of  the  sister  states ;  and 
although  this  practical  construction  cannot  be  admitted  as  con- 
trolling,  it  is  not  to  be  overlooked,  and  perhaps  should  be 
regarded  as  decisive  in  a  case  of  doubt  or  where  the  error  is 
not  plain. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Constant  Cook  agt.  John  R.  Esleeck,  and  others. 

Tt  is  not  necessary,  under  section  128  of  the  Code,  that  the  name  of  the  state 
should  appear  in  the  summons,  designating  the  place  where  the  defendant  Ib 
required  to  serve  his  answer.  And  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  service 
of  the  summons  is  made  personally  or  by  pubUcation. 

In  case  of  service  of  the  summons  by  publication,  a  notice^  in  which  the  tune  and 
place  of  filing  the  complaint  are  stated,  whether  in  the  body  of  the  original  sum- 
mons or  immedieUely  hdow  it^  is  sujQQdent.  (This  oaae  hamng  hem  affimwd  by 
Iht  court  of  appeals^  Ihe  case  of  TUus  agt  Rdyea  (16  Eow.  371),  holdinff  adnenelt/, 
is  ovetrvled.) 

Kings  Oeneral  Term,  Febnuiry,  1859. 
Present,  Hon.  John  A.  LoTT,  James  Emott  and  John  W. 
Brown,  Justices. 
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This  action  was  instituted  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  made  by 
defendant  Esleeck,  upon  property  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn, 
Kings  county. 

The  complaint  and  Us  pendens  were  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  said  county,  on  the  2d  of  November,  1867. 

The  defendants,  John  E.  Esleeck  and  five  others,  were  after- 
wards found  to  be  non-residents,  and  an  order  was  obtained 
that  the  summons  be  served  upon  them  by  publication. 

The  summons  included  in  the  clerk's  return  is  a  copy  of  that 
published,  and  is  as  follows : 

"  To  the  above  defendants : 

"  You  are  hereby  summoned  and  required  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint in  this  action,  which  will  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
derk  of  the  county  of  Kings,  at  the  City  Hall,  city  of  Brook- 
lyn, Kings  county,  and  to  serve  a  copy  of  your  answer  to  the 
said  complaint  on  the  subscribers,  at  their  office  No.  192  Broad- 
way, comer  of  John  street,  New- York  city,  within  twenty  days 
after  the  service  of  this  summons  on  you,  exclusive  of  the  day 
of  such  service;  and  if  you  fail  to  answer  the  said  complaint 
within  the  time  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  will  apply 
to  the  court  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint. 

"Dated  New- York,  October  29th,  1857. 

"  Miller,  Peet  &  Nichols,  plainiiff^s  aUomeys^ 
« 192  Broadway,  New-York." 

"  The  said  complaint  was  filed  in  said  clerk's  office,  Npvem- 
ber2d,1857. 

"M.,  P.  kH.,  plaintiff's  attorneys^' 

The  purchaser  at  the  foreclosure  sale  objected  to  the  title, 
aDeging  that  the  publication  was  defective  in  two  respects,  viz. : 

L  In  that  the  summons  in  addition  to  stating  the  complaint 
would  be  filed  "  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  of 
Kings,  at  the  City  Hall,  city  of  Brooklyn,  Kings  county,"  did 
not  add  '"  and  state  of  New- York." 

n.  In  that  the  summons,  itself  did  not  state  the  time  and 
place  of  filing,  but  the  same  was  stated  In  a  foot  note  by  way 
of  appendix  or  postscript,  and  not  as  a  part  of  the  summons 
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itself,  and  referring  to  tbe  decision  in  Titus  agt  iZsIj/ad^  (16 
Howard^  871).  Upon  a  motion  made  by  the  plaintiflF  to  com- 
pel the  purchaser  to  complete,  the  court,  at  special  term,  held 
the  publication  to  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute, 
and  granted  the  motion.  This  decision  was  affirmed  at  gen* 
eral  term  on  appeal,  and  the  following  opinion  of  the  court 
delivered. 

Miller,   Pebt  k  Nichols,  pMntiff^s  and  reepondeais 
attorneys. 
Sherwood,  Story  &  Dtjnn,  attorneys  Jbr  cqapdkmts. 

By  the  court — ^Lott,  Justice.  The  summons  issued  on  the 
commencement  of  this  action  was  directed  to  the  defendants, 
and  they  were  thereby  summoned  and  required  to  answer  ihe 
complaint  and  serve  a  copy  g£  their  answer  on  tike  plaintiffs 
attorneys,  "  at  their  office  No.  192  Broadway^  comer  of  John 
street,  New-  York  c%,"  within  twenty  days  after  the  service  of 
the  summons. 

It  is  also  stated  that  the  complaint  would  be  filed  *^iiiib/s 
office  of  the  ckrk  of  the  county  of  Kings,  at  the  Oity  Hall,  city  af 
BrooTdyn,  Kings  county, ^^  and  if  the  defendants  failed  to  answer 
within  the  time  prescribed,  that  the  plaintiff  would  apply  to 
the  court  (which  in  the  title  was  named  "  supreme  court^  Kings 
county,")  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint  It  was 
"dated  New- York,  October  29th,  1857,"  and  subscribed 
"  Miller,  Peet  &  Nichols,  plaintiff's  attorneys,  192  Broadway, 
N.  Y."  There  waa  no  other  specification  of  the  court  in  which 
the  action  was  brought  than  in  the  title  as  above  set  forth. 

The  service  of  this  summons  upon  six  of  the  defendants,  was 
by  its  publication  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  originally  issued, 
together  with  a  statement  or  notice  subjoined,  in  the  following 
terms :  "  The  said  complaint  was  filed  in  the  said  clerk's  of^ce, 
November  2d,  1867.    M.,  P.  &  N.,  Plffs  Attys." 

The  object  of  the  action  was  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  held  by 
the  plaintiflE  The  defendants,  so  served  by  publication,  narer 
appeared. 
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The  t»iial  jadgment  was  entered,  and  a  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  under  it  was  subsequently  made  to  Charles  Kel* 
sey.  He  refused  to  take  title,  ailing  as  the  ground  of  the 
refusal,  that  the  proceedings  as  to  those  defendants  were  irreg- 
ular and  void,  and  they  are  not  foreclosed  thereby. 

The  olgections  taken  are,  1st  That  the  summons,  in  omit- 
ting to  designate  the  state  of  New- York  therein,  does  not  state 
where  Uie  complaint  was  to  be  filed,  or  specify  the  place  at 
which  the  answer  thereto  was  to  be  served,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Code :  and,  2d.  That  the  summons,  as  published, 
does  xK>t  state  the  time  and  place  of  filing  the  complaint 

An  order  was^  after  considering  the  objections,  made  at 
q^eeial  term,  requiring  the  purchaser  to  complete  his  purchase, 
and  the  case  is  brought  upfor  review,  on  appeal  by  him  from 
that  ord^. 

The  question  presented  is  one  of  great  practical  importance. 
If  the  first  objection  is  well  fi>unded,  it  will  probably  affect 
most  of  the  judgments  rendered  since  the  adoption  of  the  Code 
in  caseB  where  either  of  the  defendants  has  fiiiled  to  appear. 
He  general  practice  has  been  to  specify,  in  the  summons 
served,  the  name  of  the  city  or  town  and  county  only,  and  if 
the  name  of  the  state  in  addition  is  necessary  to  be  stated,  it 
would  not  be  such  process  as  is  required  and  authorized  for 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  the  service  thereof  even 
if  personally  made,  would  be  ineffectual,  and  no  jurisdiction 
oould  be  acquired  thereby, 

We  cannot  yield  our  assent  to  such  a  construction.  The 
provisions  of  the  Code  on  which  this  objection  is  founded  are 
contained  in  sections  128  and  180.  Section  128  prescribes  that 
the  summons  shall  require  the  defendant  ''  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint  and  serve  a  copy  of  his  answer  on  the  person  whose 
name  is  subscribed  to  the  summons,  at  a  place  within  the  etakj 
lo  be  therein  specified,  in  which  there  is  a  post-office,  within  twenty 
days  after  the  service  of  the  summons,  exdusive  of  the  day  of 
servioe ;"  and  section  ISO  provides  that  "  a  copy  of  the  com* 
plaint  need  not  be  served  with  the  sunmxons.  In  such  case, 
the  summons  must  state  where  the  complaint  is  or  wiU  beflled.^^ 
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The  complaint  when  served  must,  among  other  matters,  con- 
tain, "  the  title  of  the  cause,  specifying  the  name  of  the  court 
in  which  the  action  is  brought,  the  name  of  the  county  in 
which  the  plaintiff  desires  the  trial  to  be  had,  and  the  names 
of  the  parties  to  the  action,  plaintiff  and  defendant" 

These  provisions  were  intended,  primarily,  to  regulate  pro- 
ceedings in  actions  against  persons  resident  or  found  within 
this  state,  and  to  notify  the  party  served  with  the  summons  of 
t^e  conmiencement  of  the  action,  and  when  and  where  he  can 
appear  and  defend. 

If  such  service  is  made  within  this  state,  there  can  be  no  rea- 
sonable doubt  that  the  party  so  served  understands  and  is 
sufficiently  informed,  that  the  place  where  the  complaint  is  or 
will  be  filed,  and  where  he  is  to  serve  his  answer,  is  within  this 
state,  although  the  fact  is  not  stated  in  express  terms.    It  is 
not  usual  for  residents  of  the  same  state,  in  letters  or  notices 
addressed  to  each  other,  to  specify  the  place  where  it  is  written 
or  from  which  it  is  sent,  more  particularly  than  by  naming  the 
city  and  town,  or  at  most  the  county,  or  some  other  subdivision 
of  the  state,  but  the  state  itself  is  seldom  if  indeed  ever  named, 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  any  person  has  been 
misled  by  such  designation.    When  the  service  is  by  publica- 
tion and  the  party  is  a  non-resident,  there  would  seem  to  be. 
some  ground  for  requiring  the  state  to  be  specified,  but,  even 
in  that  case,  it  is  for  all  practical  purposes  unnecessary.    The 
publication  is  to  be  made  in  two  newspapers,  published  in  this 
state,  and  if  either  of  them  is  received  by  the  person  to  be 
affected  by  the  notice,  there  is  generally,  if  not  always,  suffi- 
cient evidence  in  the  newspaper  itself  of  the  fact  of  its  publi- 
cation in  this  state,  and  that  gives  him  sufficient  notice  that  the 
action  has  been  instituted  therein.    If  his  residence  is  known, 
the  complaint  as  well  as  the  simimons  is  sent  to  him,  by  means 
of  which  he  becomes  apprized  of  the  demand  or  claim  made, 
and  of  all  the  &cts  stated  therein.-   But  assuming  it  to  be  a 
possibility  that  the  summons  may  fidl,  in  some  cases,  to  ap* 
prize  the  party,  by  whom  it  is  in  fact  received,  that  the  place 
mentioned  therein  is  within  the  state  of  New- fork,  that  alone 
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does  not  justify  a  construction  of  the  language  of  the  proyi* 
aions  above  referred  to,  that  is  unwarranted  by  and  different 
fiom  its  &ir  and  ordinary  meaning.  In  the  case  at  bar,  there 
is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  summons  failed  to  give  all  the 
information  necessary.  The  designation  of  the  city  of  Brook- 
lyn as  the  place  where  the  complaint  would  be  filed,  and  the 
number  and  street  in  the  city  of  New-York,  where  the  answer 
was  to  be  served,  was  for  all  practical  purposes  as  specific  and 
certain  as  if  the  state  of  New- York  had  been  also  named.  No 
person  having  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  such  a  state  can 
be  presumed  to  be  so  uninformed  as  not  to  know  that  those 
citi^  are  within  it,  and  constitute  a  part  thereof,  and  a  notice 
directed  to  either  of  those  cities,  without  any  designation  of  the 
state,  through  the  post-office,  would  not  fadl  to  reach  the  person 
to  whom  it  was  addressed.  The  first  objection  is  in  any  view 
of  the  case  untenable.  There  is  more  color  for  the  second,  but 
on  examination  that  will  be  found  to  be  one  of  form  and  not  of 
substance.  The  Code,  after  prescribing  what  the  summons 
should  state,  and  how  it  shall  be  served  on  persons  residing  or 
found  in  this  state,  by  section  136,  provides,  when  the  person, 
on  whom  the  service  of  the  summons  is  to  be  made,  cannot  be 
found  within  the  state,  that  service  may,  in  certain  specified 
cases,  be  made  by  publication  thereof  in  two  newspapers,  to  be 
^  designated,  as  most  likely  to  give  notice  to  the  person  to  be 
served,  in  which  case  it  is  also  required  that  a  copy  of  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  shall  be  deposited  in  the  post-office, 
directed  to  the  person,  to  be  served  at  his  place  of  residence  if 
known,  or  can  by  reasonable  diligence  be  ascertained  After 
prescribing  these  directions,  the  section  secui^es  to  the  defend- 
ant, proceeded  against  by  publication,  the  right  to  appear  and 
defend  in  all  cases,  except  in  actions  for  divorce,  even  after 
judgment.  It  then  contains  a  provision  that  in  all  cases  where 
publication  is  made,  the  complaint  must  be  first  filed  and  the 
summons  as  published  must  state  the  time  and  place  of  such 
fiLing.  Now,  conceding  that  there  can  be  only  one  summons 
in  an  lotion,  as  is  contended  by  those  who  insist  that  the  notice 
or  statement  below  the  summons,  as  originally  issued  in  this 
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action,  is  cot  in  oomplianoe  with  the  proviflions,  it  appears  to 
me  to  be  the  evident  intention  of  this  seotion  that  the  sum* 
mons  adopted  in  the  commenceznent  of  the  action,  in  either  of 
the  forms  authorized  bj  the  previous  section,  is  that  which  ]$ 
to  be  published.  It  refers  to  a  summons  already  issued.  It 
contemplates,  among  other  cases,  one  where  the  person  to  be 
served  is  in  fact  a  resident  of  this  state,  but  who  cannot,  afiier 
due  diligence,  be  found  therein ;  and  in  all  of  the  requirementB 
prescribed  as  the  basis  of  the  order  to  be  made  for  its  publica- 
tion, it  is  assumed  that  the  sunmions  as  issued  is  vahd  and 
sufficient,  and  the  action  of  the  court  or  judg^  is  invoked  so  &r 
as  to  dispense  with  personal  service  in  the  manner  previoualj 
specified,  and  to  authorize  a  substituted  service  of  the  same 
summons  by  publication. 

If  those  provisions  stood  alone,  I  do  not  suppose  that  any 
one  would  contend  that  a  new  summons  was  to  be  issued.  The 
difficulty  arises  out  of  the  directions  referred  to^  requiring,  in 
all  cases  where  publication  is  made,  that  the  summons,  as  pub- 
lid^ied,  must  state  the  time  and  place  of  filing  the  complaint 
This  requisition,  it  will  be  seen,  is  confined  to  the  sunmions  as 
published.  It  has  no  reference  to  the  copy  which  is  to  be 
deposited  with  the  complaint  in  the  post-office.  Does  this 
necessarily  require  that  the  time  and  place  of  filing  the  com- 
plaint in  such  case  should  be  stated  in  the  body  of  the  sum- 
mons as  an  essential  and  indispensable  part  thereof  to  give  it 
validity,  and  that  the  form  adopted  in  this  case  is  insufficient? 
If  so,  the  result  would  be  that  all  proceedings  based  on  the 
service  of  a  summons  in  the  form  authorized  by  law,  when  it 
is  issued  upon  such  of  the  defendants  as  had  been  served, 
would  be  of  no  effect,  and  the  party  would  be  obliged  to  dis* 
continue,  substantially,  his  proceedings  previously  taken  (uo 
matter  at  what  cost  and  expense),  in  good  &ith,  for  the  reason 
that  he  was  so  unfortunate  as  not  to  know  in  advapoe  that  one 
or  more  of  the  defendants  was  a  non-resident^  or,  if  a  resident, 
that  he  would,  when  the  summons  was  to  be  served  upon  him, 
keep  himself  concealed  with  the  intent  to  defraud  his  creditois 
or  to  avoid  the  service  of  the  sunmions,  or  that^  after  due  dill- 
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gence,  he  would  not  be  found  in  the  state.  An  amendment 
could  not  be  made.  That  would  make  a  change,  if  the  objec- 
tion is  valid,  in  the  essential  reqtiiditeA  of  a  summons,  and  make 
it  a  different  process ;  and  hence  the  summons,  which  had  been 
previously  served,  would  not  be  the  summons  in  the  action, 
and,  consequently,  the  service  thereof  would  be  ineffectual  and 
inoperative.  A  construction  leading  to  such  results  ought  not 
to  be  given  to  the  above  mentioned  provisions,  unless  impera- 
tively demanded.  We  think  it  is  not  required,.  The  substan- 
tial part  of  the  summons  is  that  which  requires  the  defendant 
to  appear;  and  when  that  is  published,  accompanied  by  a 
notice  in  which  the  time  and  place  of  filing  the  complaint  are 
stated,  whether  in  the  body  of  the  original  summons  or  imme- 
diately below  it,  as  in  this  case,  the  object  intended  by  the 
publication  is  attained.  The  party  is  as  effectually  apprized 
and  notified  of  the  facts,  which  were  required  to  be  communi- 
cated to  him,  by  one  form  as  the  other ;  and  we  think  that  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  are  complied  with  in  either  ease. 
It  is  known  to  every  practitioner  of  experience  that  it  becomes 
necessary,  in  many  cases,  to  proceed  by  publication  when  he 
had  no  reason  to  believe  at  the  commencement  of  the  action 
duit  such  a  course  would  be  requisite ;  and  the  general  prac- 
tice has  been,  when  the  summons,  as  issued,  did  not  state  the 
tixiaie  and  place  of  filing  the  complaint,  to  subjoin  a  notice  in 
the  form  or  to  the  effect  adopted  in  this  case.  This  has  been 
made  the  basis  of  the  title  of  many  purchasers  of  real  estate 
imder  judgments  recovered  since  the  Code  went  into  operation ; 
and,  in  view  of  the  consequences,  the  court  ought  not  to  de- 
cide that  sudi  practice  is  unwarranted,  and  thus  defeat  the 
titles  founded  thereon,  if  it  can  be  sustained  or  sanctioned  by 
a  fair  and  reasonable  construction  of  the  law.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion that  it  can,  and  that  the  order  made  at  special  term,  giving 
such  construction,  is  right|  and  it  must  be  affirmed.  [1] 

KOTE.— This  decision  was  affirmed  hj  the  oomt  of  appeals  at  liietenn  Qiut 
dosed)  hdd  ftn  Mkrcb  1B69. 
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SUPREME  COUE'. 

The   People   ex  reh  Geobqe   Staats   and   anoiher  agt 
Lyhak  Tremain,  Attorney  General. 

The  court  will  not  grant  a  mandamus  where  it  will  be  froitlefls  andineffectoal  to 
relieye  the  relator. 

Therefore,  where  it  appears  that  the  treasurer  of  the  state,  under  the  constita* 
tional  inhibition,  is  unable  to  pay  a  bill  of  costs  in  an  action,  for  want  of  an  ai^ 
propriation  made  bylaw,  it  is  a  sufficient  reason  why  a  mandamus  should  not 
issue  to  compel  the  attorney  general  to  give  a  certificaie  under  the  statute  thai 
such  action  was  duly  instituted  as  by  law  required,  such  certificate  being  n- 
quired  by  the  statute  as  evidence  to  the  comptroller  to  authorize  the  drawing  a 
warrant  on  the  treasurer  for  such  costs.  When  the  end  for  which  a  mandamus 
is  sought  cannot  be  attained,  none  of  the  machinery  should  be  set  in  motioD. 
(Tkia  decision  reoerses  (hoi  ai  special  term^  ante,  page  10.) 

Kings  Oeneral  Term,  Fehniary,  1859. 

Several  suits  were  ioBtituted  against  the  relators,  by  the 
district-attorney  of  the  county  of  Kings,  in  the  name  of  the 
people,  under  the  2l8t  section  of  the  act  to  establish  a  metro- 
politan police  district,  comprising  the  counties  of  New- York, 
Kings,  Westchester  and  Kichmond,  passed  on  the  15th  of 
April,  1857,  to  recover  penalties  of  $50  in  each  case,  for  pub- 
licly keeping  and  disposing  of  intoxicating  liquors  on  Sundays. 
That  act  expressly  authorizes  the  district  attorney  to  bring  such 
suits  in  the  name  of  the  people,  for  tiie  benefit  of  the  "  police 
contingent  fund,"  thereby  authorized. 

The  actions  were  commenced  in  this  court,  they  were  tried 
at  a  circuit  court,  and  verdicts  therein  were  rendered  for  the 
defendants,  upon  which  judgments  for  their  co^  were  entered 
up  against  the  people. 

The  Revised  Statutes,  as  originally  enacted,  provide  (2  R 
/SI,  558,  §  14),  that  "  whenever  costs  shall  be  adjudged  against 
the  people  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding  instituted  by  any 
officer  duly  authorized  for  that  purpose,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  comptroller  to  draw  on  the  treasurer  for  the  amount  thereof, 
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.upon  the  production  of  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  record  of 
judgment,  with  a  taxed  bill  thereof  and  upon  a  certificate  of 
the  attorney  general  that  such  suit  was  ddy  instituted  as  by 
law  required." 

The  relators  applied  to  the  attorney  general  to  grant  the 
certificate  mentioned  in  the  section  of  the  Bevised  Statutes 
which  I  have  quoted.  That  officer  denied  their  application, 
and  they  applied  to  the  court  at  special  term,  for  a  mandamus 
compelling  him  to  give  the  necessary  certificate  to  enable  them 
to  obtain  the  money  from  the  state  treasury.  The  court  at 
special  term  granted  the  mandamus,  and  from  that  decision  the 
defendant  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

0.  J.  JacKjJ^  plaintiffs. 

Lyhak  Tremain,  aUame;/  general,  in  pro,  per. 

By  the  court -s-Emoit,  Justioe.  The  fourteenth  section  of 
the  17th  title  of  part  8,  chapter  8th,  of  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
directs  that  whenever  costs  are  adjudged  against  the  people  of 
the  state  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding  instituted  by  any  officer 
duly  authorized  for  that  purpose,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
comptroller  to  draw  on  the  treasurer  for  the  amount  thereof, 
upon  the  production  of  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  judgment 
record,  &c.,  and  upon  a  certificate  of  the  attorney  general  that 
such  suit  or  proceeding  was  duly  instituted  as  by  law  required. 
This  is  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  attorney  general  to  certify 
pursuant  to  this  section,  that  certain  suits  for  penalties  unsuc- 
cessfoUy  brought  in  Kings  county,  under  the  Metropolitan 
police  law,  were  "  duly  institiUedJ^  In  the  return  to  the  alter- 
native writ,  the  defendant  states  that  no  appropriation  has  been 
made  by  the  legislature  for  the  payment  of  these  costs,  and  this 
allegation  is  admitted  by  the  relators'  demurrer.  The  present 
constitution  of  the  state  provides  {article  7,  section  8),  that  no 
moneys  shall  ever  be  paid  out  of  the  treasury  of  the  state  or 
any  of  its  fonds,  except  in  pursuance  of  an  appropriation  by 
law.  It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  upon  the  &cts  presented 
by  these  papers,  the  payment  of  the  costs  in  question  can- 
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not  be  made  nor  compdUed  ftxxQ  the  tretamj.  Tind  pre- 
sents a  questioDf  which,  I  think,  trfll  dispoBe  of  the  case 
without  advertizing  to  aaj  of  the  other  points  covered  by  tke 
argument. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  the  ttatote  does  not  ezpresdj  le^ 
quire  the  defendant  to  make  the  certificate  in  question,  but  it 
commands  the  comptroller  to  draw  his  warrant  upon  the  trea- 
surer, on  the  production  of  the  proper  evidence  of  the  amonnt 
of  these  costs,  accompanied  by  the  attorney  general's  certifioate 
The  learned  judge  at  special  term  held,  that  this  provition,  that 
an  act  of  a  public  nature  should  be  perfonned  by  tiie  ooiap 
troUer  upon  the  performance  of  another  act  by  the  attcmey 
general,  was  equivalent  to  a  directioD,  that  the  latter  act  should 
be  done  by  this  officer.    Admitting  this  £6  be  ao,  and  that  ce^ 
tifying  under  this  statute  is  an  act  properly  controllable  by 
mandamus,  both  of  which  are  propositions  which  I  mean  to 
pass  without  examination,  as  they  are  not  material  in  the  view 
I  take  of  the  case,  admitting,  I  say,  both  these  propositioQU^  it 
is  obvious  to  us  that  the  duty  of  the  attorney  general  caa  (miy 
be  commensurate  with  that  of  the  comptroller.     When  a  cade 
is  {Mresented,iQ  which,  with  the  certificate  before  hin\,  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  the  latter  office  to  draw  his  WBxnsd,  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  the  former  to  certify.    But  when  the  (wmp- 
troUer  ought  not  and  could  not  draw  his  warrant  with  theoep* 
tificate,  the  attorney  general  oug^t  not  to  make  the  cerlaficatei 
Ai^  we  to  be  called  upon  to  compel  one  of  these  offioeia  to 
make  a  certificate  which  the  statute  says  shall  be  sufficient  to 
impose  upon  the  other  the  duty  of  drawing  his  warrant  on  the 
treasury,  and  which  is  intended  for  no  other  purpose,  and  ye^ 
after  this  is  done,  at  the  next  step  deny  oui  assistance,  and 
refuse  to  direct  the  warrant  ?  We  are  thus  to  reftise  to  compel 
obedience  to  the  final  and  effectual  mandate  of  the  statute,  a^ 
having  compelled  a  compliance  withall  its  prdiminary  require* 
ments.    Or,  to  put  the  case  otherwise^  why  should  we  oompd 
a  compliance  with  these  preliminaries^  when  we  see  that  we 
cannot  commaod  the  act  in  which  they  are  to  lemftlt  ?    In  the 
case  of  The  Pe(Q>le  ex  reL  Woodworth  agk  JBmrauw  (16  JTbtff. 
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27),  this  ocmrt,  cdtting  in  the  third  district^  held,  that  whlsrethe 
treasurer  oonld  not  paj  a  warrant,  the  eomptroUer  would  not 
be  Gommanded  to  make  it  The  ground  upon  whioh  a  man* 
damns  against  the  comptroller  was  refused  in  that  case,  was 
precisely  that  which  exists  here,  namely,  that  there  was  no 
appropriation,  and,  therefore,  the  treasurer  could  not  pay  the 
warrant  if  made.  I  feel  no  dissatisfaction  with  that  decision, 
on  the  contrary,  it  is  foimded  upon  a  well-settled  rule  which  is 
as  decisive  of  this  case  as  it  was  of  that  If  we  refuse  to  com* 
pel  the  comptroller  to  draw  the  wacrant  because  the  treasurer 
ought  not  to  pay  it,  ia  it  not  equally  dear  that  we  must  refuse 
to  ooarpeL  the  attorney  general  to  certify,  because  the  comp- 
troller ought  not  to  draw  7  It  is  plain,  that  this  defence  is  as 
available  to  one  of  these  officers  as  to  the  other.  The  attorney 
general  may  as  well  set  up  the  impropriety  of  the  comptroller 
making  the  warrant,  as  a  reason  why  he  should  not  certify,  as 
the  comptroller  allege  that  the  treasurer  cannot  pay,  as  a  rea- 
son why  he  should  not  sign  the  Warrant 

The  inability  of  the  treasurer  to  pay  this  bill  of  costs,  or, 
rather,  the  constitutional  inhibition  upon  his  paying  them,  is  a 
sufficient  reason  why  this  mandamus  should  be  denied.  When 
the  end  cannot  be  aocon^plished,  none  of  the  machinery  should 
be  set  in  motion.    The  olgeot  of  all  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  iS|  to  regulate  and  provide  for  the  payment  of  such 
daims  out  of  the  public  treasury  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law,  and  none  of  the  proceedings  which  the  statute  contem- 
plates is  to  be  used  for  any  other  purpose  than  as  one  step  in 
an  orderly  procedure  to  that  end.    When  that  object  is  impos- 
sible of  attainment,  we  should  not  compel  a  single  step  towards 
it    The  court  will  not  grant  a  mandamus  where  it  would  be 
finutlesB  and  ineffectual  to  relieve  the  relator.    {Tapping  on 
Jtfandaemus,  67 ;  The  People  agt  Supervisors  of  Oreene  county^ 
12  Barb.  217  ;  TJie  Same  agt  Burrows^  qua  supra.)    And  by 
this  is  meant  that  the  fud  of  the  court  will  be  refused  when  its 
writ  will  not  finally  avail  the  party  or  protect  his  rights,  where 
he  has  no  right  to  the  ultimate  relief  to  which  his  prqeeedifigs 
tendf  or  cannot  redress  his  grievance  in  the  proceeding  which 
Toil.  XVII.  10 
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be  seets  to  instltate*  Many  auihoritieB  xm^  be  cited  to  lihis 
point,  but  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  search  for  them.  We 
do  not  sit  to  decide  abstract  questions^  or  to  promulgate  ooi 
opinions  in  authoritative  form,  for  somoe  future,  it  maj  be,  in- 
direct Uise  Or  reference.  Our  duty  is  simply  to  administor  ibe 
remedies  which  the  law  and  the  constitution  afford  to  suitor 
according  to  the  rules  which  the  law  and  the  constitution  pre^ 
scribe. 

It  is  said,  that  we  may  presume,  at  some  foture  time,  an  ap- 
propriation will  be  made  by  the  legislature  for  the  costs  in 
these  and  cdmilar  actions,  and  that  the  forms  and  pioceediDgs 
which  we  are  asked  to  compel  the  public  officers  to  go  throagh 
with,  although  fruitless  now,  may  become  effectual  then.  The 
answer  is,  that  we  ate  to  decide  this  case  by  the  focts  as  they 
exist  now,  and  as  they  are  placed  before  us.  If  the  relator 
fiuls  on  these,  he  cannot  sustain  himself  by  conjectures  of  wbat 
is  possible  or  probable  in  the  future. 

A  peremptory  mandamus  is  deniedi  and  the  defendantmurt 
have  judgment  with  costs. 

S.  B.  Strong  Justice,  dissented. 


STJPREME  COTJBT. 

John  M.  Mabtut  agt  Cornelius  EIanouss  and  Andbsw 

S.  Garr. 

Where  an  action  ia  brought  for  tibe  purpose  of  aetti&g  off  a  Jadgment  Ofwaed  \fj 
the  plajntiflt  against  a  Judgment  for  oosts  in  &Tor  of  tiie  defendant  against  the 
plaintifl^  the  aUomey*s  lien  for  oosts  on  the  latter  judgment  cannot  be  protected 
or  let  in  to  obatnict  the  set-off.  It  is  otherwise  where  a  maUan  is  made  to  set 
off  judgments.  In  the  latter  case,  the  courts  proceed  without  the  statute ;  but 
In  the  former  tiiegr  are  withhi  it  and  mnst  obe/  it 

Trial  by  liie  coortL 

PtamHjfe  staiement  <}  facU.    This  action  was  comineiioed 
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against  Easouse  alone,  and  grew  out  of  another  action  against 
him,  began  in  the  New- York  conrt  of  oommon  pleas,  in  Septem* 
ber,  1845,  to  recover  a  bill  of  costs  and  counsel  fees  fiom  Sji* 
noose,  of  which  bill  a  copy  is  annexed  to  the  copy  of  the  com- 
plaint now  in  the  hasds  of  the  court  in  this  case. 

Ajl  application  was  made  on  behalf  of  Kanouse,  to  &e  court 
of  common  pleas,  to  remove  that  cause  into  the  United  States 
circuit  court,  which  was  denied,  and  Ae  plaintiff  had  judg- 
ment therein  by  de&alt.  The  proceedings  in  the  court  of 
common  pleas  to  remove  the  cause  into  the  United  States  court 
were  then  removed  into  the  supreme  court  by  writ  of  error  for 
review,  and  afterwards,  under  an  act  for  that  purpose,  the  suit 
in  error,  with  others,  was  removed  into  the  superior  court, 
where  the  judgment  of  the  common  pleas  was  affirmed.  {S»  ■ 
Kanouse  agt  Martin^  8  Sanc^.  S,  C.  Bep.  593.) 

After  much  litigation  in  the  court  of  appeals  and  elsewhere, 
the  judgment  of  the  superior  court  was  removed  into  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States  by  writ  of  error,  where  the 
judgment  of  the  superior  court  was  reversed  with  costs  (15 
Row.  U.  S.  Bep.) ;  for  which  costs  a  judgment  against  Mar- 
tin as  drfendant  in  error,  for  $882.71-100,  was  entered  in  the 
superior  courts  on  or  about  the  20th  day  of  May,  1864. 

Meanwhile,  the  bill  of  costs  on  which  the  original  suit  was 
brought  had  become  worthless,  Kanouse  having  become  in- 
solvent in  1848. 

Nevertheless,  Mr.  Garr  carried  on  the  litigation  in  the  in- 
terim, notwithstanding  the  insolvency  of  his  dient,  the  result  of 
which  was,  that  Martin  hst  his  debt  against  Kanouse,  and  Ka- 
nouse got  a  judgment  against  Martin  for  costs,  which  (?arr,  who 
nuxde  them,  now  claims  by  virtue  of  his  lien  as  attorney. 

On  or  about  the  11th  of  August,  1854,  and  before  Martin 
had  notice  of  any  claim  by  Qarr  to  Kiinouse's  judgment,  ex- 
cept under  his  lien  as  attorney,  Martin  purchased  a  judgment 
of  Bleecker  &  Oothout,  against  ELanoase,  for  $362.87-100. 

On  the  22d  of  December,  1854,  Martin  filed  a  complaint  in 
this  action  in  the  nature  of  a  suit  in  equity  against  Kanouse 
only,  for  a  set-off  under  the  statute.    (2  E.  S.  845,  §  V2  [18]  ; 
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tW,  174,  §  40;  10  Paige,  819;  11  ii  517;  1  ^^^^l 
{Ab  was  done  in  Nicoll  agt  NicoU  \cauri  oferrarsl  16  WmL 
448),  and  for  equitable  relief  on  the  ground  of  the  rum^esidem 
and  insolvency  of  Kanouse. 

On  the  20th  of  February,  1866,  Kanouse,  by  Gair  as^ 
attorney,  demurred  to  a  part  of  the  complaint  and  answered 
the  reaidue-Garr  swearing  to  the  answer— in  which  Kwiow 
sets  up  Garr's  lien  on  the  judgment  as  attorney,  but  does  not 
pretend  that  Garr  had  any  other  claim  to  it 

The  demurrer  was  stricken  out  as  frivolous  and  an  order 
entered  about  the  10th  of  April,  1866. 

On  the  81st  of  October,  1865,  the  plaintiff  amended  his  com- 
plaint by  making  Andrew  S.  Garr  a  party  defendant,  in  Ae- 
.  dience  to  an  order  of  this  court  procured  by  Qarr. 

On  the  17th  of  December,  1866,  Garr  serred  a  copy  of  lufl 

separate  answer. 

On  the  4th  of  August,  1866,  Garr  amended  his  separate  an- 
swer.   On  the  8d  of  September,  1856,  Martin  filed  his  reply. 

Mr.  Garr's  case,  therefore,  rests  solely  on  his  equity  under 
his  lien,  as  to  which  {see  NicoU  agt  NicoU,  16  Wend.  446;  The 
People  agt  N.  T.  Common  Pleas,  18  Wend.  647,  and  other  cm 
cited  on  plaintiffs  points,  herewith  submitted). 

JOHK  M.  MXBLTIS,  plaintiff  in  person. 
Andbew  S.  QtAiLB,  for  defendants. 

Davies,  Justice,  If  I  werehearingthis  matter  upon  amotion, 
I  should  certainly  protect,  to  the  extent  this  court  has  always 
protected,  the  equitable  lien  of  the  attorney.  The  cases  where 
this  has  been  done  are  numerous,  ietnd  proceed  on  the  principle 
that  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  equitable  powers,  will  pro- 
tect the  attorney's  Uen.  And  the  rule  prevailed  as  well  in 
courts  of  law  as  in  equity.  {Dunkin  agt  Vandenbiirgh,  1  Pwge, 
622,  and  cases  there  cited;  Oihon s^  Fryatt,  2  Somd.  S.  C.Bep- 
6S8 ;  Sweet  agt  BarUeU,  4  id.  661 ;  Nash  agt  HamtUon,  3  Ab^ 
bot  P.  Bep.  86 ;  Peckham  agt  Barcalow,  Lalor's  Sup.  to  JDcnib, 
p.  112;  Stewms  agt  Hyers,  2  Whit.  Pr.  265.)     These,  and 
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numerona  other  caaes  wbicli  might  be  cited,  are  all  upon  mo- 
tion. And  in  sncli  cases  as  is  said  in  Qihcn  agt.  Fryatt 
(2  Sand.  688),  ''  When  the  question  arises  on  pleadings 
in  a  suit^  the  rules  of  law  must  govern,  but  where  the  applica- 
tion is  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  we  will  decide  it  as  shall 
be  just" 

And  the  same  court  say  in  Sweet  agt  BartleU  (4  Sand.  661), 
"  whatever  the  rule  in  the  supreme  court  might  be,  they  had 
determined,  in  Smith  agt  Lowden  (1  Sand.  196),  they  would 
establish  such  a  practice  as  would  be  consistent  with  equity 
and  justice.    That  they  had  determined  to  sustain  the  lien  of 
the  attorney,  whenever  it  could  be  done  vnifiout  infringing 
upon  the  statuUe  of  set-off^  and  that  when  his  right  to  the  costs 
was  established,  they  would  protect  it  so  far  as  they  could, 
because,  however  the  matter  might  be  technically,  the  costs 
were  in  reality  his  property."  But,  as  was  observed  by  Cowen, 
Justice,  in  NiooU  agt  NicoU  (16  Wend.  448),  "  the  practice  of 
the  courts  is  one  thing,  while  each  is  left  to  prescribe  rules  for 
the  orderly  conduct  of  its  own  business,  a  different  question 
arises  when  they  are  called  upon  to  apply  the  siatuU  ofset-off.^^ 
In  Qridley  agt  Qarriaon  (4  Paige^  647),  a  bill  was  filed  to  set- 
off judgments,  the  effect  of  which  would  have  been  to  de- 
prive the  attorney  of  his  lien.    The  bill,  so  far  as  it  affected  the 
attorney's  lien,  was  dismissed  with  costs.    The  chancellor  held 
that  the  attorney  had  an  equitable  lien  for  his  costs,  independ- 
ent of  and  long  previous  to  the  assignment  of  the  judgment 
to  bim  for  costs  by  his  client,  in  fact,  from  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  which  lien  was  paramount  to  any  claim  of  set-off 
in  another  suit,  and  he  refers  to  Dunkin  agt  Vandenburg\ 
died  tupra. 

Bat  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  question  presented  in  this  case 
is  conclusively  setted  by  the  court  of  errors  in  NicoU  agt 
XiooU  (16  Wend.  446).  That  case  is  in  all  respects  like  the 
present^  being  upon  a  bill  filed  in  chancery  to  set-off  a  judg- 
ment previously  recovered  against  a  subsequent  one  recovered 
for  costs.  The  solicitor  claimed  his  lien  and  resisted  the  se^ 
a£     The  court  of  errors  distinctly  overruled  the  case,  before 
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the  chancellor,  of  DunJdn  agt.  Vandenburgh^  and  Oridly  agk^ 
Garrison,  and  held  that  the  set-off  mnst  prevaiL  The  jiistioe 
who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  says,  "  when  we  oome 
to  a  bill  filed  on  a  trial  at  law,  there  is  no  discretion.  Ob 
motion,  the  court  proceed  without  the  statute.  On  bill  filed 
on  a  trial  at  law,  they  are  within  it,  and  must  obey  it.  *  *  * 
No  case  can  be  produced  where,  on  a  bill  filed,  this  hen  lias 
been  let  in  to  obstruct  a  set-ofl^  until  Oridley  agt  ffamsan, 
decided  by  the  present  chancellor  {i  Paige^  647).  JEguiiasse- 
quiiur  legem^  whether  the  setroff  be  within  the  words  or  the 
spirit  of  the  act.  {Eylet  agt.  Okey,  18  Ves.  180.)  TheroleB 
of  practice  are  many  times  arbitrary,  but  when  a  statute  comes 
in,  there  is  a  common  principle  by  which  all  courts  must 
abide." 

This  is  the  emphatic  decision  of  the  highest  court  in  this 
state,  exactly  in  point  It  is  the  law  of  the  state  and  by  which 
all  courts  must  abide,  until  changed  by  legislative  enactments, 
or  questioned  or  overruled  by  that  court  I  do  not  find  that  its 
authority  has  been  weakened  by  any  subsequent  decisioii  of 
that  court. 

This  authority  does  not  seem  to  have  been  adverted  to  in 
Ainslie  agt.  Boynton  (2  Barb.  S.  0.  Eep.  268),  where  a  contrary 
ruling  would  seem  to  have  been  made. 

I  must,  therefore,  hold,  in  conformity  with  the  dedsicMi  of 
the  court  of  errors,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the 
judgment,  held  by  him  against  the  defendants,  set-off  against 
the  judgment  of  the  defendants  against  him. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly,  with  costs. 
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COUBT  OF  OYEB  AND  TBKMINEB. 
Thk  Psoplb  agt  Mary  Habtuno. 

On  tiM  ezamination  of  abffl  of  eacoeptioDg  taken  by  tbe  defendant  nponaerimin- 
$1  tEial,  it  18  veil  settled  that  if  a  legal  enor,  or  an  error  m  law,  has  been  com- 
mitted, it  is  the  duty  of  a  judge,  on  proper  application,  to  allow  a  writ  of  error, 
and  stay  the  execution  of  the  judgment  against  the  defendant 

And  ftxrther,  where  on  such  examination  the  judge  has  grave  doubU  of  the  cor^ 
leetneasof  the  rulings  of  the  court  aft  the  trial,  it  is  equaUj  fait  dutj,  in  tb« 
eixaKiae  of  the  judioial  discretion  with  which  he  is  dothed,  to  allow  the  wiit 
and  stay  the  execution  of  the  judgment  For  it  is  against  the  benign  spirit  of 
the  common  law  to  allow  a  conviction  of  crime  to  be  had  by  its  erroneous 

•Applying  these  principlefl  to  this  case,  a  writ  of  enor  was  allowed,  aadezecatioa 
of  jodgment  stayed,  on  the  ground  that  it  appeared  that  improper  eyideDoa 
l^ainst  the  defendant  had  been  admitted  on  the  trial 

At  Chambers,  April  23rf,  1859. 

Applicjiation  for  allowance  of  writ  of  error  and  stay  of 
execution. 

W.  J.  Hadley,  ybrjjmoner. 
S.  G.  Courtney,  in  opposition. 

WmaHT,  Justice.  The  prisoner  was  conyicted  of  murder 
at  a  court  of  oyer  and  teiminer,  held  in  and  for  the  county  of 
Albany  in  February  last.  A  bill  of  exceptions  being  aeUled 
and  sealed  on  the  19th  of  April  instant,  application  is  now 
made  to  allow  a  writ  of  error  and  stay  of  execution,  to  enable 
the  prisoner's  counsel  to  take  the  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  in  respect  to  certain  eiroTs  of  law  alleged  to  have  o^ 
coned  on  the  trial.  Some  three  or  four  exceptions  were  taken, 
as  disclosed  by  the  bill,  to  the  rulings  of  the  court)  in  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence,  but  none  to  the  charge  or  instructions  of 
the  presiding  judge.  If  there  be  any  error,  therefore,  appear- 
ing by  the  record,  to  which  exception  was  taken,  it  relates 
exclusiyely  to  the  admission  of  evidence. 
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In  determining  the  question  whether  a  writ  of  error  should 
be  allowed,  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  facts  disclosed  on 
the  trial,  farther  than  they  point  to  the  materiality  or  immate- 
riality of  evidence  to  which  objection  was  taken.     On  the  evi- 
dence given,  the  joiy  convicted  the  prisoner,  and  thdr  verdict 
cannot  be  reversed.    Upon  the  question  of  fact  it  is  final 
It  is  otherwise  where  the  error  is  one  of  law.    If  improper 
evidence  be  received  or  permitted  to  go  to  the  jury,  or  the 
court  err  in  instructions  as  to  the  law  applicable  to  the  case,  it 
is  ground  of  review.    It  is  against  the  benign  spirit  of  ibe 
common  law  to  allow  a  conviction  of  crime  to  be  had  by  itB 
erroneous  administration.    It  will  be  conceded  that,  if^  after  a 
deliberate  and  conscientious  examination  of  this  case,  as  it  ap- 
pears by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  I  am  impressed  with  the  con- 
viction that  a  legal  error  was  committed,  it  would  be  my  duty 
to  allow  the  writ  and  stay  the  execution  of  the  judgment  of 
the  oyer  and  terminer,  until  the  question  had  been  submitted 
to  the  scrutiny  and  adjudication  of  the  higher  tribunals.   Bat 
I  think  the  further  proposition  a  sound  one.    I^  after  caiefdl 
examination,  and  due  deliberation  given  to  the  legal  questions 
raised,  I  still  entertain  a  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  the  rolinga 
of  the  oyer  and  terminer,  in  the  exercise  of  the  judicial  discre- 
tion with  which  I  am  clothed,  I  ought  to  allow  the  writ    I 
adopted  and  acted  upon  this  rule  in  the  case  of  The  People  agt 
Hendrichson  (some  few  years  since),  and  I  believe  with  the 
entire  approval  of  the  more  eminent  of  the  legal  profession. 

The  first  ground  of  error  alleged  is,  in  admitting  proof  of  a 
conversation  between  the  sheriff  of  Albany  county  and  the 
prisoner,  in  the  jail,  some  two  months  after  her  confinement, 
in  which  she  admitted  having  written  the  letter  which  subse- 
quently led  to  her  pursuit  and  arrest  The  objection  was  that 
•the  statement  of  the  prisoner  was  not  voluntary.  The  state- 
ment was  made  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  and  while  the  pris- 
oner was  in  custody.  It  was  not,  however,  induoed  by  any 
promise  of  favor.  The  officer  did  not  encourage  her  to  hope 
for  any  benefit  or  advantage  to  accrue  firom  her  admissions. 
What  she  stated  was  not  extorted  £x>m  her  by  the  acts  or  deo* 
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laiations  of  the  sheriff,  but  seems  to  have  been  yolonteezed. 
It  is  quite  probable  that  she  was  laboring,  to  some  extent, 
under  the  influence  of  fear,  firom  the  inquiry  put  to  the  sheriff 
"  What  do  you  think  they  will  do  with  me?"  but  the  answer 
of  the  officer  could  hardly  have  induced  the  indulgence  of  any 
hope  of  &yor  fit>m  the  admission  that  she  had  written  the  let* 
ter.  I  think  the  statement  voluntary.  The  prisoner  having 
been  arrested  and  in  custody,  charged  with  the  crime  of  poison- 
ing her  husband,  was  doubtless  laboring  under  extreme  agita- 
tion  of  mind,  and  I  am  not  sure  that,  had  the  statement  been 
made  upon  a  judicial  examination,  it  ought  not  to  have  been 
excluded,  within  the  principle  of  the  case  of  The  People 
agt  Mcifahon  (15  New-  York  R.  884).  It  was  said  in  that 
oaset,  that  the  ground  upon  which  statements  or  confessions 
are  excluded,  when  made  after  arrest,  is,  that  in  the  agitation  of 
mind  in  which  the  party  charged  is  supposed  to  be,  he  is  lia* 
ble  to  be  influenced,  by  hope  or  fear,  to  state  things  which  are 
not  true.  This  principle  was  applied  in  the  decision  of  McMa* 
han^s  case,  who  was  examined  at  a  coroner's  inquest,  after 
having  been  arrested  by  a  constable,  without  process,  on  the 
charge  of  drowning  his  wife.  But  a  supposed  mental  agitation, 
induced  by  the  emotions  of  hope  or  fear,  has  not  heretofore 
been  r^arded  as  a  ground  of  excluding  statements  or  oon&s 
sions  not  made  in  a  judicial  investigation,  and  when  the  party 
is  not  under  the  least  coeroion  or  called  upon  to  speak. 

Another  ground  is,  that  the  court  erred  in  permitting  the 
letter,  said  to  have  been  written  by  the  prisoner,  to  be  read 
in  evidence,  because  there  was  not  sufficient  proof  of  her 
handwriting.  This  letter  was  written  in  the  German  language, 
and  signed  "  Maria  Theresa  Koehler."  It  was  directed  to 
Ferdinand  Schultz,  and  fell  into  the  hands  of  a  Gterman  by 
that  name  in  Albany,  who  delivered  it  to  the  sheriff  which 
led  to  the  prisoner's  arrest  in  New- Jersey.  It  referred  to  the 
prisoner's  connection  with  Bheinman,  alluding  cursorily  to  the 
death  of  Hartung,  and,  as  the  prosecution  claimed,  admitted 
guilty  participation  in  effecting  such  death.  The  evidence 
undoubtedly  bore  strongly  on  the  question  of  the  prisoner's 
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connecdon  with  tlie  act  of  producing  Hartang's  death.  Thd 
only  witQCflB  who  identified  the  handwritiDg  to  be  that  of  the 
priaoner  was  a  German  woman  by  the  name  of  Str^t,  TUb 
witness  testified  that  she  had  seen  the  prisoner  write  a  letter, 
and  sign  two  receipts,  ^e  sat  at  a  table  with  her  on  one  oc- 
casion when  she  wrote  a  letter,  but  she  did  not  read  it,  nor  did 
she  examine  the  receipts.  She  thought  the  letter  was  in  ber 
handwriting,  but  would  not  be  sure.  She  believed  it  was  the 
same  handwriting  as  she  saw  the  prisoner  write,  and  that  was 
her  only  reason  for  thinking  the  one  shown  to  be  in  the  band* 
writing  of  Mrs.  Hartung.  The  letter  was  received  in  evideoce 
and  the  prisoner  excepted.  I  do  not  doubt  that  this  was  voi- 
ficient,  accompanied  by  the  other  proof,  in  respect  to  the  let- 
ters, which  had  been  previously  elicited,  to  fix  the  authorship 
and  writing  of  it  on  the  prisoner.  Indeed,  the  testimony  of 
Mrs.  Streit  was  enough  prima  facie  to  identify  the  handwrit- 
ing. She  showed  herself  competent  to  express  an  opinion. 
To  authorize  a  witness  to  do  this,  it  is  enough  that  he  has  ac- 
quired a  knowledge  of  the  party's  handwriting  from  seeing 
him  write.  It  is  unimportant  as  to  the  number  of  times  he 
has  seen  the  operation  repeated,  if  he  is  able  to  affirm,  from 
what  he  Las  seen,  that  he  knows  the  party's  handwritiog. 
This  is  sufficient  to  authorize  the  expression  of  an  opinion^ 

The  third  and  remaining  exception  relates  to  a  question  put 
to  the  witness  Porter,  a  professor  of  chemistry  in  the  Albany 
medical  college,  calling  for  the  expres^on  of  an  opinion.  A  care- 
ful scrutiny  of  the  case  has  led  me  seriously  to  doubt  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  ruling  of  the  court  on  this  point.  At  least,  the 
prisoner  is  entitled  to  have  the  point  deliberately  examined. 
The  theory  of  the  prosecution  was,  that  Hartung  died  of 
poison  administered  b;  his  wi&.  The  body  was  exhumed 
some  months  after  death,  and  a  postmortem  examination 
made.  This  examination  was  made  by  Dr.  Jacob  Hheinhart 
The  prosecution  had  placed  Bheinbart  upon  the  stand  as  an 
e3q>ert ;  as  a  person  of  sufficient  skill  and  scientific  attainments 
to  be  able  to  form  and  express  a  correct  opinion.  He  testified 
to  the  appearances  he  discovered  upon  the  post-mortem  exam- 
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inatioQ ;  to  tbe  pieBence  and  extent  of  the  inflammation^  aod 
to  his  opinion,  that  to  produoe  inflammation  to  that  extent,  tbe 
irritating  matter  must  have  been  taken  into  the  stomach  two 
months  before  death.  He  testified  further,  that  the  appearances 
which  he  observed  (inflammation  of  the  oBsaphagm  and  stom* 
ach)  could  not  be  produced  by  arsenic  administered  within 
three  days  of  Hartung's  death.  The  strongest  circumstance 
connecting  the  prisoner  with  the  act  of  poisoning  was,  the  pur- 
chase by  her  of  arsenic,  less  than  three  days  before  tbe  death 
of  her  husband.  The  tendency  c^  Bheinhart's  testimony  was, 
to  relieve  the  prisoner  from  the  weight  of  the  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  the  fact,  that  she  had  purchased  arsenic  only  three 
days  before  the  death  of  tbe  deceased.  It  was,  therefore,  of 
vital  importance  to  her.  After  Bbeinhaxt  had  left  the  stand, 
Professor  Porter  was  cidled  by  the  prosecution.  The  trachea, 
stomach,  liver,  lungs  and  intestines  of  the  deceased  had  been 
delivered  to  him  by  the  coroner,  with  the  viewof  ascertainiDg, 
by  chemical  tests,  the  presence  or  absence  of  poison.  He  tes- 
tified that  he  examined  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether  there 
was  arsenic,  and  whether  it  had  been  deposited  in  the  re* 
mains  before  or  after  death ;  and  that  he  detected  arsenic  in 
the  stomach  and  liver :  the  greater  portion  in  tbe  stomach. 
He  then  expressed  the  opinion  (although  it  nowhere  appears 
in  the  case  that  bis  profession  was  other  than  a  chemist),  that 
the  person  died  from  the  effects  of  the  arsenic  taken ;  and  that, 
from  finding  a  considerable  quantity  of  arsenic,  the  person 
could  not  have  lived  long ;  it  might  have  been  one  or  several 
days.  He  proceeded  to  detail  the  symptoms  of  poisoning  by 
arsenic,  and  the  post-mortem  appearance  of  death  by  poison. 
The  counsel  for  the  people  then  put  to  him  the  following  ques- 
tion :  **  In  your  opinion,  can  a  physician,  from  a  mere  post- 
mortem examination  of  the  exterior  sur&oe,  and  the  indica- 
tions of  inflammation  which  he  discovers,  determine,  with  any 
degree  of  certainty,  the  precise  period  of  time  when  such  in- 
flammation was  caused  ?"  The  question  was  objected  to  as 
immaterial,  improper  and  incompetent ;  but  the  objection  iras 
overruled  by  liie  court,  and  the  question  permitted.    The  ob- 
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ject  of  drawing  out  the  opinion  of  the  witness  is,  quite  mani- 
festly, to   counteract  any  effect  of  Elieinhart's  testimony. 
Bheinhart  had  sworn,  from  his  post-mortem.ezamination,  that 
the  irritating  matter,  which  had  caused  the  inflammation  pro* 
ducing  death,  must  have  been  taken  into  the  stomach  two 
months  before  death ;  and  that  the  inflammation  could  not 
have  been  produced  by  arsenic  administered  three  days  before 
dissolution.    The  chemist  is  asked  whether,  in  his  opinion, 
from  the  indications  of  inflammation  which  a  physician  dis- 
covers on  a  post-mortem  examination  of  the  exterior  sur&ce  of 
the  stomach,  and  other  organs  affected,  he  can  determine  with 
any  degree  of  certainty  the  time  when  such  inflammation  was 
caused  ?  or,  in  other  words,  could  Dr.  Bheinhart,  in  the  opin* 
ion  of  the  witness,  determine,  with  any  degree  of  certainty,  at 
what  time  the  inflammation  which  he  discovered  was  caused  ? 
I  am  not  aware  of  any  precedent  for  such  a  question,  or  any 
principle  which  would  permit  it.    It  virtually  called  for  the 
opinion  of  the  witness,  whether  anoiher  expert  could  form  an 
opinion ;  and  a  chemist  was  allowed,  in  effect,  to  express  his 
opinion  to  the  jury,  that  a  physician  was  not  competent  to  give 
an  opinion,  in  a  matter  relating  peculiarly  to  his  profession. 
It  seems  to  me,  that  Professor  Porter  was  put  in  the  place  of 
the  jury  to  determine  a  question  of  fiict,  or,  rather,  to  draw  the 
inference  of  incompetency  in  an  expert,  arising  from  a  meagre 
or  imperfect  examination  of  the  subject  matter  of  inquiry,  by 
the  latter.    As  a  general  rule,  the  opinions  of  witnesses  are  not 
competent  evidence.    To  this,  however,  there  are  exceptions. 
On  questions  of  science  and  trade,  persons  of  skill  are  permit- 
ted to  express  opinions  on  matters  pertaining  to  their  particu* 
lar  science  or  art.    But  I  do  not  see  that  the  question  called 
for  an  opinion  on  any  matter  of  science.    It  must  be  conceded 
that  the  jory  are  as  well  able  to  decide  whether  a  physician  can 
determine  when  inflammation  commenced,  from  the  fitots  being 
stated  upon  which  the  witness  forms  his  own  opinion,  as  the 
witness  can.    K  Professor  Porter  knew  the  extent  of  the 
knowledge  and  skill  of  the  medical  profession  generally,  or  of 
Dr.  Bheinhart  as  an  individual,  he  might  state  the  firsts  consti* 
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tating  ihe  evidence  of  that  knowledge  and  skill,  and  from  these 
&cts  the  jaiy  could  readily  form  a  judgment,  and  make  the 
necessary  comparisons.  Persons  of  skill  are  allowed  to  give 
their  opinions  in  evidence  only  in  cases  where,  from  the  nature 
of  the  subject^  &cts  disconnected  from  such  opinions  could  not 
be  so  presented  to  a  jury  as  to  enable  them  to  pass  upon  the 
question  with  the  requisite  knowledge  and  judgment  If  it 
was  a  material  fact  (as  doubtless  it  was),  when  the  inflamma- 
tion which  produced  death  commenced,  from  the  testimony  of 
Bheinhart  and  Porter,  and  the  expression  of  their  several  opin- 
ions on  the  scientific  aspect  of  the  case,  I  think  it  belonged 
to  the  jury,  exclusively,  to  pass  upon  and  find  the  fact.  So, 
also,  it  was  for  the  jury  to  pass  upon  the  question  of  the  capa- 
city of  experts  ;  and  it  was  scarcely  allowable  for  one  expeii,  to 
judge,  in  the  place  of  the  jury,  as  to  the  competency  of 
another. 

Upon  this  latter  ground,  I  am  disposed  to  allow  the  writ. 
It  may  be  that,  upon  further  examination  of  the  points,  I  shall 
become  satisfied  that  the  inquiry  was  a  proper  one.  But  I  am 
not  now  without  grave  doubts  of  its  propriety.  Conscien- 
tiously entertaining  them,  I  deem  it  my  duty  to  afford  the 
prisoner  an  opportunity  to  present  the  point,  with  others  raised 
in  the  case,  to  the  more  deliberate  examination  and  judgment 
of  an  appellate  tribunal. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Sakitsl  M.  Spbkcer  and  Akos  B.  Spencsb  agt  William 
T.  Cutler. 

Allen  Ateaui/f  and  Ephbaim  Cons  agt  Willl^m  T. 
Cutler  and  Geobge  M.  Cutler. 

Bf  itatote  an  execuUon  is  to  be  returnable  within  aixty  days,  and  the  plaintiff  has 
DO  power  to  issue  one  returnable  within  any  number  of  days  less  than  sixty ; 
nor  can  he  oompel  a  sheriff  to  make  his  return  to  one,  until  the  sixty  days  have 
ftdby  expired. 
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Where  •  BheriifB  retnm  to  an  eEzecotioii  is  made  at  the  aolicitatioaaiid  iipoa  the 
request  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  before  the  expiration  of  the  sixtj  dajs 
within  which  it  ia  returnable,  the  return  thus  procured,  upon  which  supple- 
mentaiy  proceedings  are  founded,  is  to  be  regarded  aa  the  act  of  the  party,  and 
not  the  official  act  of  the  sheriii;  and  the  supplementary  proceedings,  foonded 
upon  sach  return,  will  be  set  asida 

It  aeemSf  that  under  the  Code  (although  it  has  been  held  otherwise),  the  legialar 
ture  never  intended  to  leave  it  to  the  sheriff  to  determine  and  fix  the  return 
day  as  against  parties,  and  to  fix  it  by  statute  only  in  (avor  of  the  sheriff  in  a 
proceeding  against  him  by  the  plaintiff. 

Seventh  Jvdicial  District^  General  Term^  March^  1859. 

Present^  WELLES,  Smith  arid  Johnson,  Justices. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  orders  at  the  special  term,  refusing 
to  set  aside  an  order  made  in  each  of  the  actions  above  entitled, 
for  the  examination  of  the  defendant,  William  T.  Cuyler,  con- 
cerning his  property  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execu- 
tion. In  the  action  first  entitled,  execution  was  issued  upon 
the  judgment  recovered  therein  against  the  property  of  the 
defendant,  and  delivered  to  a  deputy  of  the  sheriflF  of  Livings- 
ton county,  on  the  2d  of  October,  1857,  with  a  request  fiom 
the  plaintifis,  or  their  attorney,  that  it  should  be  returned  im- 
mediately. The  deputy  accordingly  returned  it  the  next  day, 
wholly  unsatisfied.  On  the  same  day  of  the  return,  the  usual 
affidavit  of  the  issuing  of  the  execution,  and  of  its  return  wholly 
unsatisfied,  was  made  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  which  was 
subsequently  presented  to  the  first  judge  of  said  county,  who 
on  the  6th  of  the  same  month  issued  his  order  that  the  defend- 
ant appear  and  answer  concerning  his  property. 

In  the  second  action,  execution  was  issued  and  delivered  to 
another  deputy  of  the  same  sheriff,  on  the  26th  of  December, 
1857,  with  a  like  request  to  return  immediately,  by  the  plain- 
tiffs' attorney.  The  deputy  accordingly  returned  it  immedi- 
ately, and  on  the  same  day  the  affidavit  was  made,  and  an 
order  by  the  same  county  judge  granted,  directing  the  said 
defendant,  William  T.  Cuyler,  to  appear  and  answer.  In  nei- 
ther case  was  the  defendant  called  upon  by  the  sheriff,  and  the 
first  knowledge  he  had,  that  executions  had  been  issued,  was 
obtained  from  the  orders  served  to  appear  and  answer.     It  was 
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fihown,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  defendant  was 
wholly  insolvent,  and  had  some  time  previouslj  made  a  gen- 
eral assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  of  all  his  prop- 
erty, and  that  the  sheriff  of  said  oounty  had  at  that  time  exe* 
cations  in  his  hands,  previously  issued,  to  a  very  large  amount, 
which  the  defendant  had  no  property  to  satisfy.  The  defend- 
ant appeared  in  each  case,  and  submitted  to  an  examination 
before  the  referee  appointed,  without  any  objection.  But  be- 
fore the  examination  was  completed,  or  the  referee  had  made 
any  report  to  the  oounty  judge,  and  without  any  notice  to  the 
defendant,  a  receiver  was  appointed  by  such  judge  in  said  pro- 
ceedings in  the  first  action.  The  receiver  thus  appointed 
commenced  an  action  to  set  aside  the  assignment  made  by  the 
defendant,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  fraudulent  and  void  as 
against  creditors.  The  action  so  commenced  by  the  receiver 
was  at  issue,  and  had  been  pending  several  months,  when  this 
motion  was  made.  The  defendant,  in  order  to  excuse  laches 
in  making  his  motion,  showed  by  affidavit  that  he  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  interference  of  the  plainti£&  with  the  sheriff, 
in  respect  to  the  return  of  the  executions,  imtil  a  short  time 
previous  to  the  making  c^  this  motion,  and  that  he  made  it 
as  soon  as  the  feet  came  to  his  knowledge.  The  receiver  was 
also  made  a  party  to  the  motion,  and  the  def^idant  asked  to 
have  the  order  appointing  such  receiver  vacated  and  set  aside. 
The  motion  was  made  at  the  special  term  in  September,  1868, 
where  it  was  denied,  and  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general 
term. 

S.  Jjom>^  for  piaifU^s. 

Jakes  Wood,  Jiau^for  drfendomL 

By  the  coort-^OHNSON,  Justice.  We  are  unanimoudy  of 
opinion  that  the  orders,  granted  by  the  county  judge,  requir- 
ing  the  defendant,  W.  T.  Ouyl^,  to  appear  and  answer,  con- 
cerning his  property,  should  be  set  aside  upon  the  sole  ground 
that  the  shcariff 'a  return  to  the  executions,  upon  which  the  or- 
deiB  were  founded,  was  made  at  the  solicitation  and  upon  the 
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request  of  the  plainlifb  in  the  actioiiB  respectiyel j,  or  their  at- 
torneys, before  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days  within  which 
they  were  severally  returnable.  By  statute,  an  execution  is  to 
be  returnable  within  sixty  days,  and  the  plaintiff  has  no  power 
to  issue  one  returnable  within  any  number  of  days  less  than 
sixty,  nor  can  he  compel  a  sheriff  to  make  his  return  to  om 
until  the  sixty  days  have  fully  expired. 

Begularly  y  an  execution  has  sixly  days  to  run  as  against  any 
legal  right  or  claim  of  the  plaintiff    And  although  a  sheriff 
may,  upon  his  own  motion,  and  under  his  official  responsibility, 
rightfully  return  an  execution  at  any  time  before  the  sixty 
days  have  expired,  upon  becoming  satisfied  that  the  defendant 
has  not^  and  will  not  have  within  that  time,  any  property  out 
of  which  the  execution  or  any  part  thereof  can  be  satisfied, 
yet^  if  such  return  is  procured  by  the  plaintiff  in  such  a  man- 
ner that  he  would  be  precluded  from  maintaioing  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  for  a  false  return,  in  case  it  should  be  made 
to  appear  that  the  defendant  had  property,  it  will  not  be  al- 
lowed to  serve  as  the  foundation  of  proceedings  supplementary 
to  execution.    A  return,  thus  procured,  is,  for  this  purpose,  to 
be  regarded  as  the  act  of  the  party,  and  not  the  official  act  of 
the  sheriff     The  remedy  by  execution,  in  such  case,  has  not 
been  exhausted,  as  the  statute  obviously  intended  it  should  be 
before  these  supplementary  proceedings  could  be  instituted. 
If  the  practice  adopted  in  the  cases  before  us  is  to  prevail,  the 
issuing  and  return  of  an  execution  would  become  a  mere 
empty  form,  and  might  as  well  be  dispensed  with  altogether; 
and  besides,  it  would  naturally,  if  not  inevitably,  lead  to  the 
most  intolerable  favoritism  and  abuse.    If  we  allow  a  sheriff 
to  yield  to  the  persuasion  or  dictation  of  a  friendly  or  influen- 
tial creditor,  and  fix,  at  his  own  discretion  or  caprice,  different 
return  days,  for  different  executions  in  his  hands  at  the  same 
time,  we  at  once  invest  him  with  the  dangerous  powers  of  dis- 
criminating between  creditors,  and  giving  one  a  preferenoe 
over  another  in  respect  to  all  the  equitable  assets  of  the  debtors, 
capable  of  being  reached  by  these  proceedings.     This  consid- 
eration alone  seems  to  us  a  sufficient  objection  to  the  practice, 
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VfiSbani  adverfdng  to  fte  liardfifaip  and  oppression  to  wbicli  a 
defendant  znaj  be  so  x^adilj  and  so  sommarily  subjected 
under  it 

Under  the  Bevised  Statutes^  it^as  provided,  that  "  when- 
ever an  execution  against  the  property  of  a  defendant  shall 
have  been  issued'on  a  judgment  at  law,  and  shall  have  been 
zetomed  unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part^^'  the  creditors  suing 
out  such  execution  might  file  a  bill  in  chancery  to  compel  a 
discovery  of  any  property  or  thing  in  action  belonging  to  the 
defendant  (2  R  S.  178,  §  41.)  The  object  and  office  of  the 
piooeedings  supplementary  to  execution  are  the  same  precisely 
as  those  of  a  creditor's  bill,  and  the  intention,  doubtiess,  was, 
to  give  the  crediteoB  the  same  remedy  in  a  cheaper  and  more 
expeditious  form.  It  will  be  seen,  also,  that  the  provisions  of 
the  Code,  which  authorize  supplementary  proceedings  to  be 
instituted,  are  identical  with  those  of  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
which  authorized  the  filing  of  a  creditor's  bill 

Each  is  autiiorized  to  be  commenced  "  whenever  "  an  exe- 
cution issued  against  the  property  of  a  defendant  has  been  re- 
tiHDcd  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part  The  court  of  chancery, 
in  construing  this  provision  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  held  that 
although  a  sheriff  might  lawfully  return  an  execution  before 
die  letom  day,  yet  such  return  did  not  take  effect  until  after 
the  return  day  had  passed,  and  was  then  good  by  relation,  and 
that  no  bill  could  be  filed  until  after  the  return  day  in  such  a 
caae.  {Cassidy  agt  Meacham^  8  Paige^  811 ;  WHMamB  agt. 
BogAoem,  8  id.  469.) 

It  IB  claimed,  however,  and  has  been  several  times  held  that, 
under  the  Code,  the  return  day  of  an  execution  is  any  day 
within  the  sixty,  on  which  the  sheriff,  holding  the  execution, 
may  elect  to  return  it,  and  that  whenever  it  is  actually  re- 
turned, the  return  day  has  passed,  and  the  return  takes  effect, 
and  supplementary  proceedings  may  be  commenced  imme- 
diately, jdthough  the  plaintiff  could  not  compel  a  return  until 
the  end  of  sixty  days,  and  but  one  of  the  sixty  has  elapsed 
when  the  return  is  made.  I  cannot  believe  that  the  legislature 
intended  to  leave  it  to  the  sheriff  to  determine  and  fix  the  re* 

ToL.  xvn.  11 
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turn  day  as  against  parties,  and  to  fix  it  by  statute  only  in 
£iyor  of  the  sheriff,  in  a  proceeding  agcdnst  him  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  I  have  suggested  some  of  the  reasons  above.  But  we 
do  not  propose  to  interfere  with  this  question.  Our  decision 
in  this  case  is  based  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaiDti& 
in  the  executions  procured  the  returns  to  be  made  by  the 
sheri£^  and  that  they  were  not  his  unsolicited  and  volantaiy 
act&  *  As  the  original  orders  are  set  aside,  the  order  appoint* 
ing  a  receiver  necessarily  falls  also. 

The  orders  at  special  term  are,  therefore,  reversed,  and 
the  orders  to  appear  and  answer  and  the  order  appointing 
a  receiver  are  set  aside,  and  the  receiver  is  allowed  to  dis- 
continue the  action  commenced  by  him,  without  costs. 


SUPKEMB  COUBT. 


Chables  E.  Bishop,  respondent,  agt  James  T.  Main,  appel- 
lant. 

If  parties  will  review  questioiis  of  faot  found  by  refereeo,  they  must  obtain  alltbe 
particulars,  as  to  date,  &c.,  from  the  referees.  Before  the  court  can  oonyict  ref- 
erees of  error,  they  should  be  put  in  possession  of  the  precise  grounds  on  which 
they  proceeded.  This  can  always  be  accomplished  by  obtaining,  throogh  the 
order  of  the  court,  a  more  detailed  report. 

A  party,  alleging  error  or  mistake,  must  point  it  out  spedflcaUy,  and  establish  ist- 
isfaotorily  the  feet  of  its  existence. 

Third  District^  General  Term,  September,  1858. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  entered 
upon  the  report  of  a  referee.  The  defendant,  for  the  stipulated 
price  of  $1,060,  had  agreed  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  1,400 
spruce  poles,  in  1854,  and  the  like  number  in  1855 ;  to  aver- 
age in  length  85  feet  The  plaintiff  claimed  a  neglect  by  de- 
fendant to  deliver  a  portion  of  these  poles  in  1854,  and  a  still 
larger  portion  in  1855,  and  the  referee  so  found,  and  charged 
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the  defendant  with  the  defective  number  at  the  stipulated 
price.  The  referee  appears  to  have  relied  mainly  on  the  tes- 
timony of  the  witness  Synon,  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  to 
measure  and  keep  an  account  of  the  poles.  Defendant  intro- 
duced  three  witnesses,  whose  united  testimony,  if  credible  and 
reliable,  tended  to  show  the  delivery  of  a  larger  number  than 
that  allowed  by  the  referee.  The  referee  found  at  length  upon 
the  questions  effect,  and  reported  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  sum  of  $839.46.  The  defendant,  before  suit  brought^  had 
tendered  the  sum  of  $870. 

The  other  fects  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court 

W.  A.  Beach, /w  appdlant. 
J.  A.  Millard, />r  respondenL 

By  the  court— Hogeboom,  Justice.  The  appellant  takes 
several  objections  to  the  proceedings  in  this  case— some  of 
them  raising  questions  of  law,  others  questions  effect 

1.  It  is  objected  that  evidence  of  the  average  length  of  the 
poles  was  erroneously  received,  inasmuch  as  they  were  re- 
ceived upon  the  contract  as  poles  85  feet  long,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  thereby  estopped.  By  reference  to  the  contract,  it  is 
seen  that  the  poles  were  to  be  of  the  average  length  of  85  feet, 
and  there  is  nothiog  to  show  that  poles  of  a  less  length  were 
accepted  as  equivalent  to  those  required  by  tiie  contract 

2.  Buswell's  evidence,  as  to  the  lengtii  of  the  poles,  was  ob- 
jected to,  as  not  founded  on  actual  measurement  and  not  accom- 
panied by  proof  that  they  were  the  poles  delivered  by  defend- 
ant The  proof  was  competent  for  what  it  was  worth.  It  was 
an  estimate  bj  a  person  capable  of  judging.  The  identity  of 
the  poles  was  a  question  effect  No  other  person's  poles,  ex- 
cept the  defendant's,  were  shown  to  have  been  delivered,  and 
they  were  on  the  dock  where  the  defendant's  were  put.  This 
objection  must  be  overruled. 

8.  It  is  claimed  that  the  referee  should  have  found,  upon 
the  weight  of  evidence,  that  1,400  poles  were  delivered  in 
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1854,  instead  of  897.  But  this  is  a  qneetion  of  evidenoe  and 
of  credibility.  The  parties  had,  to  save  dispute,  agreed  upon 
a  particular  person,  Synon,  to  make  the  measturement  Bj 
his  measurement,  which  is  claimed  to  have  been  particular  and 
accurate,  the  referee  governed  himaelfl  Others  appear  to  have 
testified  to  a  larger  number.  But  some  poles  were  totally  re- 
jected as  culls;  and  others  were  deficient  in  length,  and  tbe 
testimony  of  those  swearing  to  the  larger  number  is  otherwise 
not  entirely  satis&ctoiy,  as  to  the  number  of  loads  delivered, 
the  number  of  poles  on  a  load,  and  the  number  of  loads  not 
measured  by  Synon.  Although  there  is  a  pretty  large  discie- 
pancy,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  result  at  which  the 
referee  arrived  is  incorrect.  If  parties  will  review  these  ques- 
tions of  fact,  I  think  they  must  obtain  more  particular  data 
from  the  referee.  Before  we  can  convict  him  of  error,  we 
should  be  put  in  possession  of  the  precise  grounds  on  which 
he  proceeded.  This  can  always  be  accomplished,  by  obtaining, 
thTough  the  order  of  the  court,  a  more  detailed  report  We 
may  often  do  great  injustice,  by  overruling  the  original  tribu- 
nal upon  ^neral  grounds,  which  an  opportunity  for  explana- 
tion would  satisfifustorily  elucidate. 

4.  It  is  further  claimed,  that  the  referee's  estimate  was  eiro- 
neouS)  as  the  plaintiff  himself  Is  shown  to  have  received  and 
accepted  additional  poles  to  those  embraced  in  the  referee's 
estimate.  But  I  do  not  think  this  is  clearly  apparent  from  the 
case,  and  the  rule  above  refisrred  to  applies  that  the  part^ 
alleging  error  or  mistake  mtfst  point  it  out  specifically,  and 
establish  satisfactorily  the  fact  of  its  existence. 

5  and  6.  The  fifth  and  sixth  objections  are  but  a  repetition, 
in  a  little  different  form,  of  those  previously  made  under  objec- 
tions 8  and  4. 

7.  The  tender,  being  insufficient,  was  not  important  to  be 
noticed. 

I  see  no  occasion,  therefore,  upon  the  whole  case,  of  inte^ 
fering  with  the  action  of  the  referee,  and  the  judgment  oi  the 
court  below  must  be  affirmed. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Ransom  Yalb,  lespondent,  agt.  Eliza  A.  Dbdebsb,  appel- 
lant. 

(NaU  to  opinion  of  Oomstoge,  J.) 

Although  the  legal  diaabilitj  of  a  married  woman  to  contract  remams  the  same, 
under  the  statutes  of  1848  and  1849,  as  at  common  law,  yet  she  maj,  as  inci- 
dental to  the  perfect  right  of  property  and  power  of  disposition  which  she  takes 
under  those  statutes,  charge  her  estate  for  the  purposes  and  to  the  extent  which 
the  rule  in  equity  has  heretofore  sanctioned  in  reference  to  separate  esWtesi 

A  married  woman  may  appoint  or  specifically  appropriate  her  separate  estate  to 
the  payment  of  her  own  or  her  huaband^s  debtSi  and  she  mfty,  if  she  plooaofl^ 
even  give  it  to  her  husband ;  but  the  contracting  of  a  debt  by  her  is  not  of 
itself  an  appointment  or  charga 

And  the  principle  on  which  her  liability  depends  cannot  be  extended  to  cases  of 
a  mere  surety  for  the  husband  or  a  stranger. 

A  married  woman  is  not  an  exception  to  the  rule  that  there  is  no  equitable  lia- 
biHty  upon  a  surety,  when  he  cannot  be  held  at  law. 

If  the  promise  of  a  married  woman  is  on  her  own  account,  if  she  or  her  separate 
estate  receiTe  a  benefit,  equity  will  lay  hold  of  these  circumstancef^  and  com- 
pel her  property  to  respond  to  the  engagement.  When  these  grounds  of  lia- 
bflity  do  not  exist,  there  is  no  principle  on  which  her  estate  can  be  made 
anflwerablei 

(KoU  to  opinion  of  Habbis,  J.) 

While,  in  respect  to  the  sqwrate  property  of  a  married  woman,  under  the  statutes 
of  1848  and  1849,  the  disability  of  coverture  no  longer  exists,  it  still  remains  in 
respect  to  all  her  executory  contracts.  No  personal  remedy  can  be  had  against 
her  in  equity,  any  more  than  at  law,  upon  any  such  contract. 

In  equity,  there  is  no  difference  between  the  separate  estate  of  a  wife,  created  by 
operation  of  these  statutes,  and  a  similar  estate  created  by  deed  or  any  other 
instrument. 

Though  it  is  oAen  said,  that  in  equity  the  wife  is  regarded  as  a /erne  aoU  in  regard 
to  hCT  separate  property,  yet  it  has  never  been  supposed  that  even  in  equity 
she  incurs  a  personal  obligation  by  her  engagements.  There  can  be  no  pro- 
ceeding against  her  in  penonom.  She  is  regarded  as  a/eme  m>20  only  so  &r  as 
to  enable  her  to  bind  by  her  contract  her  own  separate  property. 

There  are  two  modes  in  which  the  separate  estate  of  a  manied  woman  may  be 
charged  with  the  payment  of  her  pecuniary  engagement.  The  one  where  she 
baa,  in  terms  and  by  an  appropriate  instrument,  made  such  charge,  and  the 
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other,  wherOi  though  she  haa  not,  in  making  the  oontract^  refecred  to  her  sepir 
rate  estate,  or  expressed  her  intention  to  satisfy  it  out  of  such  estate,  yet  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  are  such  as  to  leave  no  reasonablB  doubt  tiiat  soch 
was  her  intention. 
But  where  the  intention  to  create  the  charge  haa  not  been  expressed,  and  can 
only  be  implied  from  the  fact  that  she  haa  become  indebted  bj  a  note  or  othsr 
obligation  bearing  her  signature,  either  individually  or  jointly  with  her  hus- 
band, it  must  appear  that  the  debt  was  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  her  separ 
rate  estate,  or  for  her  own  benefit  upon  the  credit  of  her  estate,  before  the  estate 
can  be  charged  with  its  payment. 

January  Term,  1869. 

This  is  a  suit,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity,  to  charge  the 
separate  estate  of  Mrs.  Dederer,  a  married  woman,  with  the 
payment  of  a  promissory  note,  which  she  signed  with  her  hus- 
band, Nicholas  A.  Dederer.    It  appears,  fix>m  the  pleadings 
and  proo&  in  the  case,  that  the  note  was  dated  December  26th, 
1853,  payable  with  interest,  on  the  first  of  May,  1854,  and  was 
signed  by  both  defendants.     This  note  was  given  in  the  place 
of  two  notes,  one  of  $689.93,  dated  December  23d,  1862,  and 
signed  by  both  defendants ;  the  other  dated  March  19th,  1858, 
for  $398,  and  signed  by  the  defendant  N.  A.  Dederer,  only 
These  two  notes  were  given  for  cows  which  the  defendant  N. 
A.  Dederer  purchased  of  the  plaintiff.    The  defendant  Eliza 
A.  Dederer  owned  three  farms  in  the  county  of  Chenango,  at 
the  date  of  the  sale  of  the  said  cows,  and  the  giving  of  the  said 
notes ;  one  of  about  200  acres,  situated  in  the  town  of  Ger- 
man, another  about  215  acres,  in  Smithville,  and  about  90 
acres  of  land  situate  in  the  town  of  Greene,  and  had,  during 
the  same  time,  personal  property  separate  from  her  husband. 
When  the  defendant  K  A.  Dederer  applied  to  the  plaintiff  to 
purchase  said  cows,  he  refused  to  sell  to  him  except  upon  the 
condition  that  he  would  procure  his  wife  to  sign  the  notes  with 
him,  and  which  he  agreed  to  do  as  a  condition  of  the  sale.    The 
first  note  was  signed  by  both  defendants  at  the  time.    The 
second  note  was  given  by  the  defendant  N*  A.  Dederer,  with 
the  agreement  that  he  should  procure  his  wife  to  sign  itj  and 
the  note  in  suit  was  given  on  the  surrender  and  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  two  notes ;  and  Mrs.  Dederer  signed  this  note 
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wiih  her  husband,  and  tbere  was  some  evidence  in  the  case  to 
show  ihat  these  cows,  or  at  least  a  part  of  them,  went  to  stock 
one  of  her  farms,  bnt  the  court  found  that  there  was  not  evi-  * 
dence  sufficient  in  the  case  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  pur* 
chase  of  these  cows  was  for  her  benefit,  or  that  they  went  to 
enhance  her  separate  estate,  or  that  either  of  the  cows  or  the 
avails  went  for  her  benefit,  and  the  court  found  that  she  signed 
the  note,  upon  which  this  suit  is  brought,  as  surety  for  her  hus- 
band. It  was  admitted  upon  the  trial,  that  Mrs.  Dederer  had 
a  separate  property  in  personal  and  real  estate,  amply  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  plaintiff's  demand.  It  was  proved  that  the 
defendant  N.  A.  Dederer  was  insolvent ;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  a  judgment  against  him  upon  this  note ;  that  an  exe- 
cution issued  thereon  iagainst  him  had  been  returned  nulla  bona, 
and  that  he  had  made  a  general  assignment  of  his  property  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 

There  is  a  stipulation  in  this  case,  "  that  no  point  is  to  be 
made,  that  the  trustees  of  Mrs.  Dederer  are  not  made  parties 
to  this  action." 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  Chenango  special  term,  in 
August,  1855  {reported  in  2Ut -Barbour  E.  286),  and  the 
general  term  in  the  6th  district  on  appeal  affirmed  said  de- 
cision. 

Hekry  R  Mygatt,  aiiomey/or  respondent 
Ferris,  Gushing  &  Squires,  attorneys  for  appellant. 

CoMSTOCK,  Judge.  Begarding  the  appellant  as  the  owner 
of  the  lands  which  are  called  her  separate  estate,  without  the 
intervention  of  any  trust,  the  plaintiff's  case  is  met  with  this 
difficulty.  Disabilities  of  coverture  prevent  her  from  dispos- 
ing of  or  charging  an  estate  in  lands  in  which  she  has  the 
legal  and  the  whole  title.  Until  the  change  was  made  by  the 
legislature  (1830),  in  the  law  of  trusts,  there  was  a  w,ell-settled 
doctrine  that  a  married  woman  could  deal  with  her  separate 
estate  as  though  she  were  Sk/cTne  sole.  But  this  doctrine  was 
a  pure  creation  of  the  courts  of  equity.    Trusts  for  the  sepa* 
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rate  use  of  married  women  were  a  marked  thoagbi  benefiosat 
imiovation  upon  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 

But,  where  the  courts  of  equity  sustained  their  validity,  and 
recognized  the  wife's  estate  under  them,  it  seemed  to  be  a  ne- 
cessary result  that  she  should  hare  the  power  of  disposition^ 
and  accordingly  the  power  was  conceded.  In  many  of  iJb 
adjudged  cases,  the  exercise  of  this  power  has  been  spoken  of 
as  an  appointment  of  the  estate  authorized  by  the  deed  or  set- 
tlement in  trust ;  but  the  settled  doctrine  now  is,  that  she  may 
dispose  of  or  charge  the  estate  in  any  manner  and  for  any  pur- 
pose not  conjBicting  with  the  instrument  under  which  die  ao 
quired  it  {Jacques  agt  The  Methodist  Episcopal  Churchy  17  «/bto. 
548,  and  cases  died).  The  right  of  disposition  must^  therefore,  be 
referred  to  the  right  of  property  enjoyed  independently  of  the 
husband,  and  not  to  the  theory  of  an  appointment,  pursuant  to 
a  power  confored  by  the  authority  of  the  trust.  She  might 
be  restrained  by  the  authority  of  the  trust  deed  or  instrument, 
but  if  not  so  restrained,  she  acted  as  Si/eme  sokia  the  dispcd 
tion  of  her  separate  estate. 

But  the  separate  estates,  upon  which  the  courts  of  equity  in- 
grafted these  peculiar  doctrines,  included  necessarily  only  such 
rights  and  interests  of  the  wife  as  would  belong  to  the  husband 
but  for  the  limitation  to  her  particular  use.  Such  were  per- 
sonal estates,  the  rents  and  profits  of  lands  during  coverture, 
and  the  inchoate  title  which,  by  the  birth  of  a  child,  the  hus- 
band might  acquire  as  a  tenant  by  die  curtesy.  As  to  all  such 
interests,  the  assent  of  the  husband  to  a  separate  use  duly  mani- 
fested, and  a  direction  to  that  effect  by  the  donee  of  the  estate, 
would  give  to  the  wife  all  the  disposing  capacity  of  Sk/eme  sole. 
But  her  interest  in  lands,  when  she  owned  them  at  the  time  of 
her  marriage,  was  a  legal  estate  demisable  to  her  heirs,  to 
which  courts  of  equity  did  not  and  could  not  well  apply  the 
doctrines  which  have  been  stated.  In  reference  to  such  an 
estate,  she  only  had  the  disposing  capacity  which  the  com- 
mon law  or  some  enabling  statute  allowed  to  her.  She  could 
divest  her  title  and  bar  the  descent  to  her  heirs,  in  England, 
only  by  a  fine  and  recovery ;  and  in  this  country  only  by  a 
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kBOwledgmeaxt. 

Her  ac^msition,  through  a  trusty  of  equitable  rights  which  at 
law  would  beloBg  to  the  husband,  manifestly  could  not  enlarge 
her  capacity  to  deal  with  estates^  which  at  law,  as  well  as  in 
equity,  were  entirely  her  own. 

So  an  estate  in  fee  might  be  conveyed  directly  to  a  woman 
afUr  marriage,  to  her  sole  and  separate  use.  In  such  a  case, 
eqrdty  would  conyert  the  husband  into  a  trustee  for  the  use  of 
the  rents  and  profits  during  the  coverture^  which  otherwise 
would  belong  to  ham. 

In  dealing  with  ihoae,  she  would  act  in  the  capacity  of  a 
feme  «ofc,  upon  the  principles  which  have  been  stated  But  in 
reaped^  to  the  corpus  of  the  estate,  she  could  not  dispose  of  it  ex- 
cept in  the  mode  provided  by  law,  that  is,  by  a  fine  and  recov* 
ery,  or  such  other  solemnity  as  the  law  required  for  the  dispo- 
sition of  estates  in  lands  by  married  women.  {Roper  en  HuAand 
and  Wife,  182 ;  2  SLory's  Eq.  %  1392 ;  Clancy's  Rights  of  Married 
Women^  287,  and  cases  cited  in  notes  to  these  authorities^  I^ 
however,  the  deed  to  her  during  coverture  not  only  conireyed 
the  estate  to  her  sole  and  se|)arate  use,  but  in  terms  ga  fe  her 
an  absolute  power  of  disposal,  then,  acting  under  the  power 
speciaUy  conferred,  it  seems  she  could,  without  the  solcimnities 
required  by  law,  convey  the  whole  estate,  although  no  trust 
was  interposed  to  protect  the  exercise  of  the  power*  {Story's 
Equtiy^  sitprcb.) 

But  this  required  the  aid  of  no  doctrine  of  equity,  peculiar 
to  separate  estates,  for  a  married  woman  may  execute  a  power 
or  trust  imputing  to  her  the  character  or  capacity  of  s^feme  sole. 
Equity,  it  seems,  in  such  oases^  is  not  invoked,  the  law  pre* 
sumed  the  power,  although  the  donee  also  held  the  fee  uf  the 
land  in  respect  to  which  it  was  to  be  exercised. 

These  general  principles,  which  scarcely  admit  of  a  question, 
are  evidently  fisttal  to  the  present  attempt  to  charge  the  fee  of 
Mrs.  Ded^rer's  lands,  and  to  dispose  of  that  fee  for  the  satisfac- 
tion  of  the  alleged  debt.  The  well-known  disabilities  of  cov- 
erture, SK  they  exists  at  the  common  law,  prevented  her  fix>m 
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thus  disposing  of  her  real  estate;    This  would  be  dedaiTe  of 
the  case  before  us,  but  for  the  recent  legislation  of  this  state, 
"  for  the  more  eflSicient  protection  of  the  rights  of  married  wo- 
men."   {See  the  Slaiuiea  of  1848,  ch.  200,  arvd  of  1849,  eh.  875.) 
It  was  not  here  claimed,  on  the  argument^  that  the  case  is 
influenced  favorably  to  the  plaintiff  by  these  statutes.    They, 
nevertheless,  seem  to  require  some  consideration.    The  act  of 
1849,  amending  the  law  of  1848,  provides  that  "  any  married 
female  may  take  by  inheritance,  gift,  &c.,  and  hold  to  her  sole 
and  separate  use,  and  convey  and  devise  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty," &c.,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if 
she  were  unmarried.    In  respect  to  estates  acquired  and  hdd 
under  the  protection  of  this  statute,  the  disabilities  of  covert- 
ure would  seem-  to  be  removed.    A  married  woman  may 
"convey  and  devise"  real  and  personal  property,  as  if  she 
were  unmarried.     She  may,  therefore,  dispose  of  lands  in 
which  she  holds  the  legal  title,  without  joining  with  her  hus- 
band in  the  conveyance,  and  without  the  solemnity  of  private 
examination  and  acknowledgment 

I  think  it  is  plain,  however,  that  the  statute  does  not  re- 
move her  incapacity,  which  prevents  her  from  contracting 
debts.    She  may  convey  and  devise  her  real  and  personal  es- 
tate, but  her  promissory  note  or  other  personal  engagement  is 
void,  as  it  always  was  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law.    This 
legal  incapacity  is  far  higher  protection  to  married  women 
than  the  wisest  scheme  of  legislation  can  be,  and  we  should 
hardly  expect  to  find  it  removed  in  a  statute  for  "  the  more 
effective  protectiorf  of  her  rights."   It  is  quite  another  question, 
however,  whether  she  may  not  charge  her  legal  estate,  held 
under  the  statute  in  the  cases  and  to  the  extent  recognized  by 
courts  of  equity,  in  respect  to  estates  held  under  a  trust  for  her 
separate  use.    The  right  to  charge  her  separate  estate  in  equity 
resulted  from  the  jus  dtsponendi  which  courts  of  equity  re- 
garded her  as  having ;  and  it  was  a  necessary  incident  of  the 
free  enjoyment  of  her  property.    It  would  seem,  from  reasons 
quite  similar,  that  she  should  have  the  power  to  charge  an  es- 
tate  acquired  and  held  under  the  statute  referred  to.    The 
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estate,  it  is  true,  is  a  legal  one,  but  the  disability  of  coverture, 
^which,  we  have  seen,  prevented  her  from  disposing  or  charg- 
ing such  estate  in  equity,  no  longer  exists. 

That  disability,  as  we  have  also  seen,  was  overcome  when 
she  acted  under  a  power  of  disposition  conferred  by  the  instru- 
ment conveying  the  estate.  But  that  power  is  given  in  the 
broadest  terms  by  the  statute,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  a  power 
thus  intended  should  not  be  equal  in  its  results  to  one  con- 
ferred by  a  private  instrument.  My  conclusion,  therefore,  is, 
that  although  the  legal  disability  to  contract  remains  the  same 
as  at  common  law,  a  married  woman  may,  as  incidental  to  the 
perfect  right  of  property  and  power  of  disposition  which  she 
takes  under  the  statute,  charge  her  estate  for  the  purposes  and 
to  the  extent  which  the  rule  in  equity  has  heretofore  sanc- 
tioned in  reference  to  separate  estates. 

But  without  knowing  facts  which  are  not  stated  in  the  case, 
such  as  the  time  of  Mris.  Dederer's  marriage,  and  the  time 
when  she  acquired  the  lands  in  question,  it  is  impossible  to  say, 
with  any  certainty,  whether  she  holds  her  title  under  the  stat- 
ute, and  with  the  power  of  disposition  which  it  confers. 

If  we  assume  that  to  be  her  condition  (and  the  fact  may  so 
appear  hereafter),  then  we  are  brought  to  the  question  princi- 
pally discussed  on  the  argument,  and  that  is,  whether  she  does 
and  can  charge  her  separate  estate,  real  or  personal,  by  sign- 
ing a  promissory  note  in  no  way  for  the  benefit  of  such  estate, 
but  as  surety  merely  for  the  husband.  This  question  I  have 
examined  with  the  attention  which  its  importance  deserves. 

The  contract  of  a  married  woman  being  void  at  law,  the  dif- 
ficulty of  subjecting  her  estate  in  equity  to  the  payment  of  a 
note  or  bond,  given  by  her,  was  felt  by  the  courts  to  be  very 
great  The  difficulty,  however,  was  overcome,  and  the  rule 
must  now  be  r^arded  as  settled,  that  the  written  engagement 
of  a  married  woman,  entered  into  on  her  own  accoimt  to  pay 
money  and  to  be  satisfied  out  of  her  separate  estate,  will  be 
enforced  as  a  charge  upon  such  separate  estate.  {North  Am, 
Coal  Oo.  agt  Dydt^  7  Paige,  9 ;  Heariley  agt  Thomas,  15  Veaey, 
598 ;  Btdpin  agt  Olarke,  17  Vuey,  865 ;  SUwaH  agt  Kirkndl, 
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8  Mddd.  887;  Owen  agt  Dickinson^  Craig  *  PA.  48;  2  jStorj 
^.  §  1400.)  When  the  obligation  is  not  on  her  own  account 
and  in  no  sense  for  the  benefit  of  her  estate,  the  question,' 
whether  a  charge  is  thereby  created,  must  depend,  I  think,  on 
the  principle  which  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  rule  just 
stated. 

If  the  note  or  bond  of  a  fime  covert  is  to  be  taken  as  a  par- 
ticular appointment  of  her  estate  to  pay  it  in  the  naiure  of  an 
execution  of  a  power  of  disposition,  then  I  see  na  reason  fox  a 
distinction,  wh^i  she  is  a  surety  merely.    This  was  tiie  theor; 
of  some  of  the  cases  on  the  subject,  but  this  was  obviouslj  a 
mere  fiction.    A  simple  engagement  to  pay  money  is  not  in 
its  nature  an  engagement  to  pay  out  of  any  particular  fund, 
and  cannot,  except  by  a  fiction,  be  regarded  as  an  appointment 
or  disposition  of  the  funds.    There  is  also  this  further  difficulty 
which  was  suggested  by  Lord  Cottenhau  in  Owen  agLDick- 
mson,  supra^  that  if  a  married  woman,  has  contracted  several 
debts  in  writing,  and  the  instruments  are  to  be  regarded  as 
appointments  of  her  estate,  the  creditors  would  take  priority 
according  to  the  date  6f  the  several  instruments.    The  con* 
trary  of  this  is  plainly  true.    The  creditors  of  s^Jam  covert 
have  no  priority  over  each  other,  unless  it  be  acquired  by  su- 
perior diligence  in  proceeding  to  obtain  satisfaction,  qx;  by  some 
specification  expressly  created  for  that  purpose.    Again,  as  the 
law  now  is  witix  us  since  the  statute  of  1849,  suppose,  before 
or  after  the  marriage,  she  take  real  or  personal  estate  by  in- 
heritance  or  distribution*    In  such  a  case,  the  fiction  of  ap- 
pointment under  a  power,  when  she  disposes  of  such  an  estate, 
is  too  absurd  to  be  for  a  moment  entertained. 

The  earliest  cases  on  this  subject  proceeded  on  a  more  intel* 
ligible  principle,  which  did  not  require  the  aid  of  a  fiction. 
Thus  in  Norton  agt  Tarvelk  (2  P.  Wms.  145),  payment  of  a 
married  woman's  bond,  given  for  money  borrowed  by  her,  was 
decreed  out  of  her  separate  estate,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  to 
be  deemed  as  held  in  trust  for  the  payment  of  her  debts.  This 
was  regarded  as  one  of  the  separate  uses  for  which  the  trust 
was  created.    So  in  Peacock  agt.  Monk  (2   Ve^ey  Ser.  198), 
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Lord  Habdwicks  said,  if  a  wife,  haying  an  estate  to  her  sepa- 
rate use,  borrowed  money  and  gaye  a  bond  for  its  payment, 
this  would  giye  a  foundation  to  demand  the  money  against  her 
out  of  her  separate  estate.  So  also  in  Hdrne  agt  Tenant  (1 
Brotvn  C.  0.  20),  Lord  Thublow  held  that  the  trustees  of  a 
married  woman's  estate  were  obliged  in  equity  to  apply  it  to 
the  satisfaction  of  her  general  engagements.  These  early  cases 
did  not  suggest  the  fiction  of  an  appointment,  but  proceeded 
on  the  nature  of  a  trusty  and  the  plain  equity  of  requiring  a 
married  woman's  engagements,  entered  into  for  her  own  benefit, 
to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  trust  estate.  Afterwards  that  fiction 
was  resorted  to,  which,  besides  the  objection  to  it  as  a  mere  as> 
sumption,  haying  not  the  slightest  foundation  in  fact,  worked 
the  actual  injustice  of  rejecting  the  claims  of  creditors,  whose 
demands  were  based  upon  a  more  general  assumpsit,  for  money 
had  and  receiyed  where  there  was  no  written  engagement  to 
pay.  In  such  cases  the  fiction  of  appointment  was  too  gross  to 
be  receiyed,  and,  therefore,  as  there  was  no  appointment  there 
could  be  no  charge,  and  it  was  so  held.  {See  Baldwin  agt. 
Wiaiams,  2  Ves.  Jr.  188 ;  Janes  agt  Edrris,  9  id.  486.) 

But  the  stiU  later  cases  haye,  in  terms  or  effect,  repudiated 
the  fiction  of  an  appointment,  and  with  it  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  written  engagements  of  2kfome  covert  and  her  general 
liabilities  for  moneys  charged,  seryices  rendered  or  goods  sold. 
Li  Owen  agt.  Dickinson  {mpra\  Lord  CoTTENHAH  restored  the 
liability  of  separate  estates  to  the  basis  on  which  it  had  been 
Tested  in  the  early  cases  aboye  cited.  His  observations  in  that 
case  demonstrated  with  great  clearness  that  a  simple  note  or 
bond  cannot,  in  its  yery  nature,  be  an  appointment  or  charge 
upon  the  estate.  Speaking  of  such  instruments,  he  said,  ^'  It 
has  sometimes  been  treated  as  a  disposing  of  the  particular  es- 
tate, but  the  contract  is  silent  as  to  the  separate  estate,  for  a 
promissory  note  is  merely  a  contract  to  pay,  without  saying 
out  of  what  it  is  to  be  paid,  or  by  what  means  it  is  to  be  paid, 
and  it  is  not  correct,  according  to  legal  principles,  to  say  that 
a  contract  to  pay  is  to  be  construed  into  a  contract  to  pay  out 
of  a  particular  property,  so  as  to  constitute  a  lien  upon  that 
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property."  "Equity,"  he  adds,  "lays  hold  of  the  separate 
property,  but  not  by  virtue  of  anything  expressed  in  the  con- 
tract, and  it  is  not  very  consistent  with  correct  principles  to ' 
add  to  the  contract  that  which  the  party  had  not  thought 
proper  to  introduce  into  it"  {See  also  Murray  agt  Barsk,  8 
Mylne  &  K.  209 ;  Bill  on  the  Law  of  Property,  618, 519 ;  Jtfac- 
queen  on  Husband  and  Wife,  801,  803.)  The  principle,  in  short, 
which  now  governs  in  cases  of  this  kind,  is,  that  a  wife's  sepa- 
rate estate  is  liable  to  pay  her  debts  contracted  during  covert- 
ure, in  whatever  form  they  are  incurred.  Not  because  her 
contracts  have  any  validity  at  law,  nor  by  way  of  appointment 
or  charge,  but  because  equity  decrees  it  to  be  just  that  they 
should  be  paid  out  of  such  estate.  Of  course  it  is  not  to  be 
denied  that  a  wife  may  appoint  or  specifically  appropriate  her 
separate  estate  to  the  payment  of  her  own  or  her  husband's 
debts,  she  may,  if  she  pleases,  even  give  it  to  her  husband. 
What  I  am  denying  is,  that  contracting  the  debt  is  of  itself  an 
appointment  or  chai^. 

Can,  then,  the  principles  on  which  the  liability  depends  be 
extended  to  cases  of  mere  suretyship  for  the  husband  or  a 
stranger?  It  seems  to  me  it  cannot.  The  obligation  of  a 
surety  in  all  other  cases  is  held  to  be  stricti  juris,  and  if  his 
contract  is  void  at  law  there  is  no  liability  in  equity  founded 
on  the  consideration  between  the  principal  parties.  Thus,  in 
Ludlow  agt  Simond  (2  Caini%  Cos.  in  error  1),  the  bill  filed  to 
sustain  a  contract  against  a  surety,  who  had  been  technically 
discharged  at  law,  the  subject  was  very  fully  examined  in 
the  court  of  errors,  by  Chief  Justice  Kent,  and  by  Justices 
Spencer  and  Thompson,  and  the  suit  was  determined  against 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  equitable 
liability  upon  a  surety,  when  he  could  not  be  held  at 
law. 

Why  should  a  married  woman  be  made  an  exception  to 
this  rule  ?  We  are  to  remember  that  her  contract  is  absolutely 
void  at  law,  and  when  she  is  a  mere  surety  there  is  no  equity 
springing  out  of  the  consideration.  K  the  promise  is  on  her 
own  account,  if  she  or  her  separate  estate  receive  a  benefit, 
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equity  will  lay  hold  of  these  circumstanoes  and  compel  her 
property  to  respond  to  the  engagement 

When  these  grounds  of  liability  do  not  exist,  there  is  no 
principle  on  which  her  estate  can  be  made  answerable.  If  we 
hold  that  the  signing  of  a  note  as  surety  brings  a  charge  upon 
her  estate,  we  must  go  further  and  hold  also,  that  her  guar- 
anty, her  indorsement,  accommodation  acceptance,  unpaid 
bond,  indeed,  every  conceivable  instrument  which  she  may  be 
persuaded  to  sign  for  her  husband  or  others,  although  abso- 
lutely void  at  law,  are  so  &r  binding  in  equity  as  to  charge  the 
property  with  its  payment 

This  would  be  a  doctrine  sustained  by  no  analogies,  and  op- 
posed to  the  soundest  policy.  It  would  go  far  to  withdraw 
those  checks  which  are  to  preserve  a  wife  from  marital  influ- 
ences, which  may  be,  and  often  are,  unduly  exerted,  and  yet 
baffle  all  detection.  The  doctrine,  that  equity  regards  her  as 
9k  feme  sole  in  respect  to  her  separate  estate,  only  admits  that 
she  may  dispose  of  such  estate  with  or  without  the  consent  of 
her  husband,  and  without  the  solemnities  which  the  law  in 
other  cases  requires.  But  her  mere  promise  to  pay  money,  as 
we  have  seen,  is  not  of,  itself  such  a  disposition.  Courts  of 
equity,  proceeding  in  rem^  will  take  hold  of  her  estate  and  ap- 
propriate it  to  the  payment  of  her  debts.  But  when  her  obli- 
gation is  one  of  suretyship  merely,  she  owes  no  debt  at  law  or 
in  equity.  If  not  at  law,  which  is  very  dear,  then  quite  as  clear 
not  in  equity. 

It  is  true  there  are  one  or  two  English  cases  in  which  the 
trustees  of  a  wife's  separate  estate  were  decreed  to  apply  the 
personal  property,  or  rents  and  profits  of  lands,  to  the  payment 
of  her  obligations  as  surety.  {Stainford  agt.  Marshall  8  Aik. 
68 ;  HeaUy  agt  Thomas^  15  Vesey^  696.)  But  these  cases  were 
decided  at  a  period  when  the  doubt  was  whether  mere  obliga- 
tion of  any  kind  to  pay  money  could  bring  a  charge  upon  the 
estate,  without  any  reference  to  the  distinction  between  debts 
contracted  for  the  benefit  of  herself  or  of  the  estate,  and  engage- 
ments entered  into  as  surety.  The  distinction  was  not  con- 
sidered.    On  the  authority  of  those  cases,  dicta  to  the  same 
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effect  maj  be  found  in  one  or  ttro  elementarf  treatises  (2 
Story^s  JEq.  §  1400).  We  bare  also  been  referred  to  the  caee  in 
this  conrt  in  Vanderhei/den  agt  MdUary  (1  Chmaiock,  452).  Bat 
the  point  there  determined  was,  that  the  debts  of  a  wife  con- 
tracted before  nuurriage  were  not  a  charge  upon  the  separate 
estate  held  bj  her  during  the  coverture.  The  remark  of 
Jewett,  Ch.  J.,  now  invoked,  was  €t>iteT  merely,  and  it 
appeared  to  have  been  founded  entirely  upon  the  obseryation 
cited  from  Judge  Story.  The  case  did  not  call  for  an  examina- 
tion of  any  such  question.  No  decision  in  this  state  has  ever 
gone  beyond  the  doctrine  which  I  have  stated.  {Ouriiz  agt 
Engel,  2  Sand.  Oh:  B.  287 ;  North  Am.  Goal  Co.  agt  Byt^ 
7  Paige,  9,  S.  d  ;  20  Wend.  67a)  In  Oariis  agt.  Engel,  it  was 
held  by  Vice  Chancellor  Saitdford,  that  in  order  to  create  a 
chaige,  it  must  be  shown  either  that  the  debt  was  contracted 
for  the  benefit  of  the  wife's  separate  estate,  or  for  her  benefit 
upon  the  credit  of  such  estate. 

I  am  satisfied,  on  the  whole,  that  the  decision  under  review 
is,  upon  the  facts  before  us,  opposed  to  principle  and  sound 
policy,  imd  that  it  rests  upon  the  basis  of  no  edtabUshed  doc- 
trine. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ^rantei 

Hakrls,  Judge.  The  effect  of  marriage  at  the  common  law 
is  to  vest  the  property  of  the  wife  in  the  husband's  personal 
estate  absolutely,  and  real  estate  during  the  continuance  of  the 
marriage.  But  in  equity,  and  now  by  statute,  the  wife  is  ca- 
pable of  holding  both  real  and  personal  property  to  her  own 
separate  and  exclusive  use.  Incidental  to  this  capacity,  is  the 
power  of  disposition ;  so  that  now,  except  in  cases  where  she 
is  restricted  by  the  terms  of  the  instrument  under  which  she 
acquires  title,  the  wife  has  the  same  dominion  and  power  of 
dispositioD,  in  respect  to  her  separate  property,  as  if  she  were 
unmarrted. 

But  while,  in  respect  to  her  separate  property,  the  disability 
of  coverture  no  longer  exists,  it  still  remains  in  respect  to  all 
her  execut<»7  contracts.    No  personal  remedy  can  be  had 
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i  hes  in  ^qi^itj,  any  mom  titan  at  law,  upon  anj  stceli 
eQ(DfiraGl  Ser  ccmtfaete  axe  onl j  valid  so  &r  as  thej  op^ttte 
«poii  her  separata  estate.  ^  Akhongh  she  i9  still  incapable  of 
ciiaigiDg  herself  at  law,"  sayaCJowrar,  Jostiee,  in  0a«fei<jragt. 
Am&MT  (22.  WtmL  52«%  ^  and  equally  incapable  in  equity  of 
charging  herself  jperwnaZZy  with  debts,  yet  the  better  opinion 
ia^  duit  aspexakt  debts,  contracted  by  her  expre$$ly  on  her  own 
acanmt^  shall  in  all  cases  be  considered  an  appointmeni  or  ap* 
pzo|>xiation  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditor,  as  to  so  miK^of  her 
separata  estate  as  a  soffibientto  pay  the  dd^  if  she  be  notdis^ 
aUedto  charge  it  by  termaof  the  donation.'* 

In  equity,  there  is  nor  diflbrence  between  tiie  separale  estate 
of  a  wi&,  creatadby  op^ation  of  the  statutes  <^  1848  and  1849j 
relating  to  noanried  women ,.  and  a  similar  estate  created  by  deed 
er  any  other  inrtnunent  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  effed  of 
these  stalutss  is  to  vest  in  hes  a  legal  title,  whereas  before, 
wheof  hes  intleiest  was  acquired  by  means  <^  a  settlement  or 
doed,  die  had  only  an  equitable  estate,  still,  so- long  as  her  con« 
traeta  are  afteted  by  the  disabiU^  of  coverture^  ilae  debts  of 
the  jn&  oas  only  beenfioroed  agaisst  her  sqyarate  estat^  how« 
e«w  acquired,  by  a  specific:  charge  of  such  debts  upon  1^ 
sqaffate  estate;  This  can  only  be  done  in  a  court  of  equity. 
'Em  pmeipla  iq)on  which  this  jurisdiction  is  exercised  is  well 
slated  by  Lord  GorrsifHAif,  in  Owem  agt  IHddnson  {Oraig  S 
PhiL  48)^  It  was  there  held  that  the  engagements  of  a  mar- 
snd  WGOum  ought  to  be  enforced  agadnst  her  separate  estate, 
xot  as  the  ezaoution  ofa  power,  but  as  the^  exercise  dfa  right 
c£pr(^>erty  to  which  is  necessarily  incident  tiie  power  of  con« 
tasting  debtff  ta  be  paid  oat  of  it  '*  Inasmuch,'^  it  is  said, 
'^as  her  ctreditoa  hare  .not  liie  means  at  law  of  compelling 
j/KjmoBk  of  thosi  daibte,  »  eonrt  of  equity  tafeea  upon  itself  to 
gbe^eAct  to  them,  not  as^  personal  liabilittes,^  but  by  laying 
held  of  hep  property,  as  &e  only  means  by  which  they  can  be 
aatfafled..''  Though  it  is  often  said,  thai  in  equity  the^lirifb  is 
legaried  aa  ^fsme  $elk  in  regard  tocher  separate  property,  yet 
it  lutf  same  been  sofq^HSsed  tba^  men  in  equity  sbe^Sieiur  a 
panKmal  obligation  by  her  engageiAents:    Theiid'  0ku  be  n^ 
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proceeding  against  Iier  in  personam.  She  is  regarded  as  a  fame 
soUj  only  so  far  as  to  enable  her  to  bind  by  her  contract  her 
own  separate  property.  Upon  this  subject,  I  concnr  in  the 
views  expressed  by  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court,  who  de- 
livered the  prevailing  opinions  in  Chlvtn  agt  Ourrier{22  Bcai. 
871). 

It  remains  to  inquire  whether,  in  this  case,  the  wife  has  made 
such  a  contract  as,  by  a  proceeding  in  rem  in  a  court  of  equity, 
should  be  enforced  against  her  separate  property.  At  the  first, 
it  was  supposed  that  the  wife  could  only  bind  her  separate 
estate  by  some  act  creating  a  direct  chaiige  upon  it  But  in 
Hulme  agt  Tenant  (1  Broion^  C.  O.  20),  decided  in  1778,  the 
question  was  presented  how  &ix  the  general  engagement  of  the 
wife  should  be  executed  out  of  her  separate  property.  In  that 
case,  the  suit  was  upon  a  bond  exebuted  by  the  husband  and 
wife,  for  borrowed  money.  The  principal  part  of  the  money 
had  been  borrowed  by  the  wife  herself  Lord  Thuklow  de- 
clared the  rule  to  be,  that  the  general  engagement  of  the  wife 
shall  operate  upon  her  pergonal  property,  and  the  rents  and 
profits  of  her  real  estate ;  and  that  her  trustees  should  be  re- 
quired to  i^ly  the  personal  estate,  and  the  rents  and  pliofits 
as  they  might  arise,  to  the  satis&^tion  of  such  engagement 
The  doctrine  of  that  case  has  been  much  discussed  in  the  Eng- 
lish courts  of  equity,  but  is  now  deemed  to  be  settled  by  the 
decision  of  Lord  Brougham,  in  Murray  agt  Barlee  (3  Myl  S 
K.  209).  In  that  case,  a  married  woman,  living  apart  from  her 
husband,  and  having  a  separate  estate,  had  employed  a  solicit- 
or in  various  transactions  and  had  promised  by  letter  to  pay 
him.  It  was  held,  that  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  was 
chargeable  with  the  payment  of  the  solicitor's  bill.  It  is 
worthy  of  remark,  in  reference  to  this  ease,  that  the  services, 
for  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife,  were  rendered  for  a  married  woman  who 
lived  apart  from  her  husband,  and  not  only  upon  the  oredit^ 
but  doubtless  for  the  benefit  of  such  estate.  The  single  ques* 
tion  before  the  court  was,  whether  the  pecuniary  contract  of  a 
married  woman,  in  which  there  was  no  reference  to  her  sepa- 
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rate  estate,  should  be  satisfied  out  of  such  estate.  It  was 
regarded  as  a  question  of  intent,  and  the  court  held,  that  inasr 
much  as  the  wife,  when  she  made  the  engagement,  could  not 
be  supposed  to  have  intended  to  do  an  idle  thing  she  must  be 
presumed  to  have  intended  to  satisfy  her  engagement  out  of 
her  separate  property.  The  chaige  was  established,  because 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  were  such  as  to  justify  the  infer> 
ence  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  wife. 

Thus  it  appears  that  there  are  two  modes  in  which  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  a  -married  woman  may  be  charged  with  the  pay- 
ment of  her  pecuniary  engagement  The  onej  where  she  has, 
in  terms  and  by  an  appropriate  instrument,  naade  such  charge, 
and  the  other^  where,  though  she  has  not,  in  making  the  con- 
tract, referred  to  her  separate  estate,  or  expressed  her  intention 
to  satisfy  it  out  of  such  estate,  yet  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
are  such  as  to  leaye  no  reasonable  doubt  that  such  was  her  in- 
tention. What  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  evidence  to  demon- 
strate such  intention,  has  been  regarded  as  a  question  of  some 
difficulty,  "  The  fact,"  says  Stoby,  "  that  the  debt  has  been 
contracted  during  the  coverture,  either  as  a  principal  or  as 
a  surety  for  herself  or  for  her  husband,  or  jointly  with  him, 
aeems  ordinarily  to  be  held  prima  facie  evidence  to  charge  her 
separate  estate,  without  any  proof  of  a  positive  agreement  or 
intention  so  to  do.  (2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  1400.)  The  extra- 
ordinary caution,  perhaps  I  may  say  hesitation,  with  which 
this  proposition  is  stated  by  the  learned  author,  deserves  to  be 
noticed  in  this  discussion.  The  writer  himself  adds  that  the 
proposition  furnishes  ^  a  strong  case  of  constructive  implica- 
tion, founded  more  upon  a  desire  to  do  justice,  than  upon  any 
satisfactory  reasoning." 

It  should  be  conceded,  I  think,  that  in  England  the  deci- 
sions have  gone  the  length  of  holding  that^where  the  wife, 
living  with  her  husband,  gives  her  own  note  or  other  obliga- 
tion to  pay  her  own  debt,  or  unites  with  her  husband  in  giving 
such  a  note  or  obligation  to  pay  his  debt,  it  shall,  without  any 
other  evidence  of  her  intention,  be  charged  upon  her  separate 
estate.    But  in  this  state  the  rule  has  never  been  carried  so  &r. 
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The  primaiy  object  in  creating  a  separate  estate  and  altte^wing 
the  wife  to  hold  and  dispose  of  her  separate  propeity,  indepe&d- 
cntly  of  her  husband,  has  been  kept  in  view.  **  The  wife," 
says  the  chancellor,  in  Gardner  agt  Gardner  (7  PafffCf  118), 
^  may  have  a  separate  estate  6f  herown,  which  estate  ischaige- 
able  in  equify  for  any  debt  she  may  contract  on  ihe  credit  o^ 
or  for  the  nse o^  such  estate."  In  thesame  case, npon  ai^)eal, 
CowsN,  Justice,  says :  "  The  better  opinion  is^  that  separate 
debts,  contracted  by  the  wife  eajM^Mly  on  Aeroi<m<KXXNmi;  shall 
in  all  cases  be  considered  an  appointment  or  appropriation  far 
the  benefit  of  the  creditor  as  to  so  much  <tf  her  aepavate  estate 
as  is  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt''  {Oardner  agt  &€trdner^  82 
Wend.  628.)  The  same  rule  is  stated  wkh  stili  gspeater  ^ 
tinctness  by  the  late  Yioe-Chancellor  Saitfobd,  in  Ckiiriis  agi 
I!ngel{2Sand.  CfLR287):  ""To  sustain  theb  suit,''  he  says, 
'^  the  plaintifb  must  show  that  the  debt  was  contracted  eiAer 
for  the  benefit  of  the  sqwraU  estate  rfAe  tptfe,  or  for  her  oton  bene- 
JUf  upon  the  credit  of  the  sqwrate  eaMa^  He  adds  that  ''what- 
ever may  have  been  the  azpressioDS  of  judges  on  the  sub|eo(^ 
this  is^  the  utmost  extent  to  which  the  doctrine  haa  been  car* 
ried  by  the  decisions  in  tiiiastate.''  {JHfkeimyan  agt  Abrahame 
81  JBciri.  661;  OUi;m  agt  Obvt'er,  o&we  tiUd;  OoocfaB  agt 
UcAdm^asEdwifo^  14  How.  Pr.  R  886.)  In  the  hitter  oaae^ 
the  wife  had  united  with  h^  husband  in  signing  a  bond  for 
the  payment  of  money.  The  action  was  1»Qught  for  the  por^ 
pose  €^  chaiging  the  payaient  of  l^e  bond  npcn  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife.  After  a  {natty  full  examination  of  the  aa* 
thorities  on  the  subject,  tiie  oonolusidn  of  Mr.  Justice  HoKf)* 
ICAK  isi  that  whepe  a  note  or  b(md  is  signed  by  the  husband 
and  wife,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidenee  to  show  Aat  it  waa 
given  fer  the  benefit  of  the  wife^  the  legal  inference  is^  that  it 
was  for  the  debt  of  the  husband,  and  ihe  separate  estate  of  the 
wife  will  not  be  charged.  So,  also,  in  The  North  Ametioan 
(hal  Oompamy  agt  ByeU  (7  Baige^  %  tha  chanceBor  Bey%z 
^^Th^fome  covert  is^  as  to  her  sepante  estate^  oonsideiBd  aa  a 
fome  dole,  and  may,  in  person  ot  by  hev  I^gaBy  aoAoiJBed 
agent^  bind  such  s^arate  estate  with  tha  pajqaofint  of  debts 
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ooBtNbQied  ftr.lbe  beiiefit  of  t3»t  estatd,  cv  for  her  own  benefit 
ixpon  till  eredii    {Same  Case  vpon  appeai^  20  Wend.  670.) 

The  mle  ihtw  uiiiformly  aseerted  by  liie  eoxois  of  this  state 
»li  in  lAy  judgmettt^  more  eqtiitable  and  more  in  harmony  with 
the  poliqr  of  the  law,  which  allows  a  married  woman  to  hold 
and  diqxMB  of  her  property  independently  of  her  hnsband,  than 
the  rule  which  has  been  adopted  by  the  supreme  court  in  this 
case.  It  is  tdmpLy  a  rtile  of  evidence.  All  agree  that  when 
tbe  wiie  has  expressly  charged  the  payment  of  a  debt  upon  her 
sep^Li^teestate,  whetheritbeherowndebt  orihedebtofanother, 
sttch  charge  is  valid  and  will  be  enfcansed.  But  to  hold  that  the 
mere  fiet  of  her  esgi^g^ng  to  pliy  money,  without  regard  to 
ihe  question  wheth^  such  engagement  was  for  her  own  bene- 
fit Qt  that  of  her  eslate^  is  sufficient  evidence  of  an  inten- 
tion to  charge  Sudh  payment  upon  her  separate  estate,  would, 
in  oiany  instanoesi  defeat  the  very  object  of  allowing  her  to 
h<dd  a  separate  estate.  Indeed^  there  is  much  to  recommend 
the  practice,  which  has  beeki  adopted  in  some  of  the  states,  of 
looking  into  the  ciicumstances  of  the  oi^e  sufficiently  to  see 
that  the  wi£^  will  suffer  no  injustice,  before  allowing  a  charge 
upon  her  separate  estate  to  be  enforced.  {Maytvood  agt.  Jahn^ 
S(m^  1  HiWs  Oh,  R  228.)  In  this  case  it  was  held,  that  the 
court  would  inquire  into  the  propriety  of  an  express  charge, 
and  not  allow  the  wife  to  chaige  her  estate  by  her  own  mere 
act  and  will,  without  evidence  that  it  was  necessary,  or  at  least 
proper ;  and  in  Eeid  agt.  Lamar  (1  Strcbharts  Eq.  27),  it  was 
held  that  where  property  was  settled  upon  a  wife,  to  be  at  her 
^'  full  and  firee  disposal,"  it  was  not  to  be  charged  with  a  note 
given  by  her  with  her  husband. 

The  object  of  settlements,  and  the  other  arrangementEi  which 
were  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  the  wile  a  sepa- 
rate estate,  was  ''  to  protect  her  weakness  against  the  husband's 
power,  and  provide  a  maintenance  against  his  dissipation."  So, 
too,  the  legislature,  when  it  declared  that  the  property  of  the 
wife  "  shall  not  be  sulgect  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  be 
liaUe  for  his  debts,  and  continue  her  sole  and  separate  prop- 
erty as  if  she  w^re  a  single  female^"  intended,  so  &r  as  it  could 
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be  done  by  legislation,  to  protect  ber  against  theimproyidenoe 
and  misfortunes  of  her  husband.  At  the  common  law,  the 
power  of  the  husband  over  her  estate  as  well  as  her  person  was 
almost  unlimited.  By  this  statute,  and  before  by  settlements 
and  other  contrivances  which  were  sanctioned  by  a  coiirt  of 
equity,  the  wife  is  enabled  to  enjoy  her  own  property  inde- 
pendently of  her  husband. 

This  right  of  enjoyment  includes  the  right  of  disposition. 
Having  this  power,  she,  of  course,  has  the  power  to  charge  lie 
*  estate  with  the  payment  of  her  debts.  When  she  does  this  of 
her  own  flree  will,  uninfluenced  by  any  unfidr  practices,  how- 
ever injudicious  or  improvident  the  act^  the  charge  must  be 
enforced.  But  when  her  intention  to  create  such  a  charge  has 
not  been  expressed,  and  there  is  no  direct  evidence  of  sadi 
intention,  the  mere  &ct,  that  the  creditor  is  able  to  present  a 
note  or  other  obligation  bearing  her  signature  as  well  as  that 
of  her  husband,  ought  not — in  view  of  the  policy  of  the  law 
under  which  she  holds  her  property,  and,  as  a  wife,  liable  to  be 
controlled  by  influences  which  it  may  be  impossible  to  de- 
tect— to  be  regarded  as  sufl&cient  evidence  to  justify  the  infer 
ence  that  it  was  her  voluntary  intention  to  dharge  the  payment 
of  the  debt  upon  her  own  separate  property.  I  think  that  in 
such  a  case  the  equitable  rule  is,  that  which  has  been  invaria- 
bly adopted  in  this  state,  which  is,  that  where  the  intention  to 
create  the  charge  has  not  been  expressed,  and  can  only  be  im- 
plied from  the  £stct  that  she  has  become  indebted,  either  indi- 
vidually or  jointly  with  her  husband,  it  must  appear  that  the 
debt  was  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  or 
for  her  own  benefit  upon  the  credit  of  her  estate,  before  ibe 
estate  can  be  chaiged  with  its  payment 

In  the  case  before  us  there  is  an  entire  absence  of  any  such 
proof.  Indeed,  the  contrary  is  proved.  Instead  of  being  the 
debt  of  the  wife,  it  is  proved  to  be  the  debt  of  the  husband. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  wife  consented  to  have  the  pay- 
ment of  the  note  charged  upon  her  separate  estate,  except  such 
as  is  derivable  from  the  fact  that  her  signature  is  found  upon 
the  note.    Under  what  circumstances,  or  upon  what  represent- 
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ations,  or  bj  what  influences,  she  was  induced  to  sign  the  note 
does  not  appear.  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  a  state  of  &ct8  is 
not  sufficient  evidence  of  an  intention,  on  the  part  of  the  wife, 
that  the  payment  of  the  note  should  be  charged  upon  her  sepa- 
rate estate. 

The  judgment  of  the  supreme  court,  therefore,  should  be 
reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

T.  B.  Stbong,  Judge,  expressed  no  opinion ;  Denio  and 
BoosEVELT,  Judges,  dissented. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  new  trial  ordered. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
William  M.  Baxteb  agt.  Elijah  Smaok. 

"Where  a guanmiy  is  entered  into  in  the  fbUowing  form,  to  wit :  "I  do  hereby 
(fiiBt  stating  the  consideration)  guaranty  the  payment  and  collection  of  the 
principal  and  interest  money  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  within  assigned,^  the 
goarantor  is  not  liable  on  default  of  payment,  until  the  remedy  on  the  bond  and 
mortgage  is  exhausted. 

New  'York  Special  Term^  January,  1869. 
Dekubbeb  to  complaint 

J.  'NziLBONj  for  plaintiff. 

R  M.  Harrington,^  d^ftont 

Roosevelt,  Justice.  It  would  seem  fix)m  the  complaint, 
although  not  distinctly  stated,  that  one  Roberts,  being  the 
owner  of  a  bond  and  mortgage,  assigned  it  to  Baxter,  the  plain- 
tiff with  an  agreement  at  the  same  time,  by  the  defendant 
Smack,  indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  instrument,  in  these  words : 
"  I  do  hereby  (first  stating  the  consideration)  guaranty  the 
payment  and  collection  of  the  principal  and  interest  money  of 


1^  KBW-TORK  P&AOnCS 


BMler  ««:t  SbmoIc. 


tlielxMid  and  mortgage  witbinaadgncd.'*  And  ibe  only  qm 
tion  presented  bj  the  demurrer  ie^  must  the  parij  taking  gack 
a  goaranty  flrat  exhaust  his  remedy  on  the  bond  and  mortgage, 
or  can  he  on  the  first  de&nlt,  without  taking  any  steps  to  col- 
lect payment  from  the  mortgage,  sue  the  guarantor,  leaYing 
him  to  his  remedy  over,  if  the  securities  should  be  of  any  Talue 
sufficient  to  varrant  a  foreclosure? 

It  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  case  presents  any  point  of  law. 
It  is  conceded  ihat  the  law  follows  the  intent  The  only  diffi- 
culty, where  parties  are  careless  in  the  use  of  lagigiiage,  ii, 
to  ascertain  their  intent  When  ascertained,  the  intent^if 
not  prohibited  by  some  positive  rule  or  statute,  is  the  law. 
What,  then,  according  to  the  common  understanding,  is  the 
meaning  of  the  terms  ^payment  and  collection,"  and  in 
-  connection  with  a  mortgage  about  to  be  assigned  ?  I^  on  mere 
non-payment,  it  was  intended  that  the  guarantor  should  be  im- 
mediately liable  to  a  suit,  no  matter  how  ample  the  value  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  why  superadd  the  word  "  collection  " 
to  the  word  payment?  The  use  of  that  word  clearly  shows 
that  the  eorrei^nding  idea,  in  some  form,  was  in  the  mind  of 
<he  party.  I  can  eonoeive  of  no  other  motive  for  its  insertion 
than  to  signify  distinctly  that,  if  not  paid  at  maturity,  the  loan 
should  be  "  collectable  *'  by  foreclosure,  or,  in  other  words,  that 
it  would  be  "  paid  "  if  the  usual  steps  were  taken  for  its  "  col- 
lection." This  interpretation  gives  some  force  to  all  parts  of 
the  sentence,  whereas  the  other  renders  the  term  "ccdlectioii " 
a  mere  nullity.  My  conclusion  is,  that  the  present  suit  is  pre- 
mature, unless  some  &cts,  in  relation  to  the  mortgage,  other 
than  those  indicated  in  the  complaint  as  it  now  stands,  can  be 
stated  and  proved.  The  demurrer,  therefore,  is  allowed,  with 
liberty,  however,  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  eomjdaint  on 
payment  of  costs,  provided  he  do  so  in  twenty  days. 


JbMMi«iHiidtet 

SUPBEME  OOUBT 
A1CB8  1^  HmuuBUT  and  olibeiB.      - 

Under  the  old  dianoeiy  practioe^  if  am  averment  made  in  the  hiU  was  denied  on 
oaliiiB  file  asamer,  the  denial  was  treated  as  eqaivalentto  the  testimony  of  a 


BhIi  wftder  the  CMe^ «  swern  4enial  joeroly  oraates  an  ]«ae^  to  be  tried  in  the  8 
maimer  as  if  unsworn.    The  oath  is  the  required  eridenoe  of  thegood  fiiith  of 
ihe  pleader,  and  not  of  the  tmth  of  the  plea.    Eadipartji  on  the  trial,  is  al- 
lowed to  aTail  hhnseiif  of  the  adn^lssions  and  omissions  of  his  adyersaty,  bat  not 
itf  his  Mm  atveanenti^  responsive  or  othendse. 

Iteefore,  where^  in  tiie  ooo^iaint)  it  is  alleged  that  some  of  thedefaBdaatselaim 
some  interest  in  the  snl^ect  of  the  litigation,  it  is  not  an  admission  that 
can  enure  to  the  benefit  of  such  defendants  on  the  trial    They  must  prove  their 


New  -  York  Special  Term^  January^  1869. 
'  Thb  &ct8  will  iiilly  appear  in  tiie  opinion  of  the  court 

IPanchsb  k  "EAOmL,  for  plaintiff. 
Miller,  Pejet  &  Nichols,  j^  defendants. 

B006IBTXLT,  Justice.  The  plaintifF  is  a  judgment  creditor  of 
the  firm  of  E.  D.  Hurlbut  k  Co.,  in  the  stun  of  $2,784  His 
execution,  he  says,  has  been  returned  unsatisfied  in  consequence 
of  dispositions  unlawfully  made  of  their  property  by  his  debt- 
en,  and  which  he  seeks  by  this  action  to  have  set  aside. 

In  1848,  when  the  firm  of  SL  &  Ca  &iled,  they  were  the 
owneis  of  three«eighihs  of  the  ship  Elizabeth  Denniston,  and 
one-eighth  of  the  bark  Mayflower.  To  secure,  it  is  said,  cer^ 
tain  preferred  indebtedness,  they  executed  two  bills  of  sale  of 
ih^  interest  in  those  vesseLs,  to  captain  Sossell  H.  Post,  who 
was  then  at  sea  in  the  Elizabeth  Denniston  as  her  commander, 
and  did  not  receiTe  them  till  his  return  to  New* York.  These 
instruments,  although  both  absolute  on  their  £M3e,  were  given, 
it  is  preyed,  upon  the  understanding  that  the  excess  of  the 
earnings  of  Ihe  first,  after  paying  captain  Post,  and  of  the  see* 
ooid,  after  paying  F.  W.  Spencer,  was  to  belong  to  H.  &  Co. 
The  documents  themselyes  aie  not  produced,  nor  is  any  ex^ 
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planation  given  of  the  omissioiL  It  was  "  very  appazent^"  how- 
ever, says  the  witness,  Post^  that  there  would  be  an  ezoesB 
beyond  paying  the  debts  to  Spencer  and  himself  But  al- 
though it  is  insisted  that  these  bills  of  sale  were  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  creditors,  yet  the  plaintiff  claims  only  the  sur- 
plus after  satisfying  Post  and  Spencer,  who,  being  willing  in 
that  view  that  he  should  succeed,  make  no  defence  to  the  ac- 
tion. The  defendant.  Havens,  however,  interposes  a  claim  as 
assignee  of  the  residuary  interest  of  Hurlbut  &  Co.  He  says,  that 
H.  &  Co.,  f6r  "  good  consideration,"  not  specifying  its  natnre 
or  amount,  "  and  in  good  &ith,"  assigned  their  remaining  in- 
terest in  the  vessels  to  one  Joseph  Hurlbut,  to  secure  to  him 
the  payment  "  of  certain  moneys  owing  to  hin^  from  the  firm," 
and  that  J.  H.,  "  for  good  and  valuable  consideration  to  him 
paid  by  Havens,"  assigned  and  transferred  to  him  all  his,  J. 
H.'s,  right,  title  and  interest 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  case  is  narrowed  down  to  a  con- 
troversy between  the  plaintiff  as  a  judgment  and  execution 
creditor  of  Hurlbut  &  Co.,  a^d  the  defendants  Joseph  Hurlbut 
and  Henry  P.  Havens,  as  voluntary  assignees  of  Hurlbut  k 
Co. ;  each  claiming  the  equitable  interest  of  the  debtors  in  the 
two  vessels,  subject  to  the  two  prior  bills  of  sale  to  Post  and 
thus,  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  admitting  those  instruments 
to  be  valid  mortgages. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiffs  judgment  and  execution  were  ad- 
mitted. The  interest  of  H.  &  Co.  in  the  two  vessels  was  then 
proved  by  the  testimony  of  captain  Post,  who  swore,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  excess,  after  paying  himself  and  Spencer,  was 
to  belong  to  H.  &  Co.  And  here  the  plaintiff,  as  he  had  a  right 
to  do,  having  established  a  prima  facie  case,  rested.  Upon 
which  the  counsel  of  the  defendants,  J.  Hurlbut  and  Havens^ 
moved,  as  to  them,  for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  No  evi- 
dence was  given  or  offered,  on  their  part,  to  prove  the  alleged 
transfers  to  them,  or  the  alleged  indebtedness  or  other  conad- 
eration  for  making  such  transfers,  if  any  were  made. 

The  defendants'  counsel  seemed  to  suppose  that  the  l^;aL 
effect  of  the  pleadings,  is  to  dispense  with  any  proof  on  his  part 
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Under  the  old  chanceiy  practice,  if  an  averment,  made  in  the 
bill,  was  denied  in  the  answer,  the  denial  was  treated  as  equi- 
valent to  the  testimony  of  a  witness.  But,  under  the  Code,  a 
Bwom  denial  merely  creates  an  issue,  to  be  tried  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  unsworn.  The  oath  is  the  required  evidence  of 
the  good  £EUth  of  the  pleader,  and  not  of  the  truth  of  the  plea. 
Each  party,  on  the  trial,  is  allowed  to  avail  himself  of  the  ad- 
missions and  omissions  of  his  adversary,  but  not  of  his  own 
avermentS|  responsive  or  otherwise. 

This  complaint^  in  effect  only  alleges,  as  a  reason  merely  for 
making  them  parties,  that  Havens  and  J.  H.  claim  some  inter- 
est in  the  subject|  an  allegation  which,  instead  of  being  contro- 
verted, is  admitted  by  the  answer.  They  were  made  parties  to 
enable  them  not  only  to  assert,  but,  if  practicable,  to  establish 
their  claims,  and  to  estop  them  if  they  fidled  to  do  so.  So&r 
from  admitting  those  claims,  the  complaint  avers  them  to  be 
"  unfounded  and  untrue."  And,  in  the  absence  of  all  proof  to 
explain  or  sustain  them,  they  must  be  regarded  in  that  light 
by  the  court  I  am  not  aware  of  any  existing  rule  of  law 
which  requires  the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  instance,  after  having 
made  out  his  own  title,  to  proceed  and  overthrow  that  of  his 
adversary. 

Without,  therefore,  going  into  the  question  of  fraud,  or  dis- 
cussing the  authorities  on  the  subject  of  transfers  of  property, 
made  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  grantors  and  to  delay  or 
hinder  creditors,  it  seems  to  me,  in  the  absence  of  all  proof  to 
the  contrary,  that  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  relief 
he  asks,  so  &r,  at  least,  as  to  direct  that  the  interest  of  Hurl- 
but  &  Co.  in  the  two  vessels,  that  is  to  say,  three-eighths  of  the 
one,  and  one-dghth  pf  the  other,  be  sold  by  a  referee  at  public 
auction,  and  that  the  proceeds,  after  paying  the  amounts 
jemaining  due  to  Post  and  Spencer  respectively  (including 
proper  expenses),  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's 
judgment,  interest  and  costs,  and  that  the  surplus,  if  any,  be 
brought  into  court  to  abide  its  further  order. 

Judgment  accorfingly — ^form  to  be  settled  on  notice. 
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StXPBEMB  CX)UBT. 
Hjlrris  agt  Th£  MEBCAKttLE  lysuBAKCS  Go^Amr  01* 

ItoLADELPHIA. 

Where  a  policy  of  bmirancd  contained  this  daofle,  to  wit :  ^  Hiat  the  rtafcft  Vhtdi 
the  aasarore  are  contented  to  bear  and  take  upcm  tfaeta  te  tldft  voyage^  tiiey  aM  tf 
theseaa:  11f«t)pii«lea)toven^a«aiatmgthiete%}ettlaoii«rl^^ 
ter  and  marinen^  ttnleai  the  aesored  be  owner  or  paii  owner  of  the  Tesseli"  iUs. 

On  demorrerto  the  anawer,  which  alleged  that  ''the  assured,  at  the  time  of  said 
alleged  loss,  were  owners  or  part  owners  of  said  vessel,^'  (the  complaint  alld^ 
ing  that  Ae  leas  w^ occasioned  by  thebarratrotiBaiBtBof  thsteaMef  taAcnm)t 
B!2(2;  that  the  words  in  the  politT^i  **  vnleas  the  aanred  be  ewner  «r  f«ii  cfWBor 
of  the  vessd,"  refbrred  ezdusiTely  to  tiie  baxratoyef  the  master  and  mariiieia^ 
and  not  to  the  other  perils  insured  against 

New  •  York  S^pecial  Tentij  Jamtary^  1859. 

The  plaintiff  declares  on  a  policiy  oi  insttrancey  and  alleges 
the  loss  to  have  been  occasioned  hj  the  banatrous  acts  of  the 
master  and  crew.  The  policy  contains  a  clause^  declaring  that 
the  risks  which  the  assurers  "  are  contented  to  bear  and  take 
upon  them  in  thiQ  vojage,  they  Are  of  theseas :  FirBt|  pirates, 
rorers,  assaulting  thieves^  jettisons,  ^arratry  of  the  master  and 
mariners,  unless  the  assuii^d  be  owner  or  part  owner  of  the 
Tessel,"  and  all  other  losses,  &c.  The  defendants  allege  ia 
their  answer,  that  the  assured,  at  the  time  of  said  alleged  loss^ 
were  owners  or  part  owners  of  said  vessel. 

To  this  portion  of  the  answer  the  plaintiff  demuxa. 

Tract  &  Wjor^Jbr  plaintiff. 
BuTLSR  &  ErAxrs^Jard^endanU. 

Datiiss,  Justice.  The  question  presented  for  decision  on 
this  demurrer  is,  whether  the  words  in  the  policy,  "  unless  the 
assured  be  owner  or  pari  owner  of  the  yessel,''  r^Cer  exdusively 
to  the  barratry  of  the  master  and  mariners,  or  are  to  be  taken 
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«l^^^lJG|i>)lIe  to  the  other  periJa  ismied  against^  Aoee  of  ibe 
«9a%  finrti^  xoTesBi  ussaultiiig ibievosaad jet1i80D& 

It  soepna  to  ]»e  tite^  cnioh  caanofc  be  the  oonstniotioA  to  be 
gJLven  to  thiff  policy.  It  certainly  aever  could  have  be^i  the 
intentioii  of  thi6  partLea  thus  to  haye  qualified  the  contract  of 
iiuanmce.  It.  would  be  nnrnftamng  if  these  woida  wese  not 
thus  conotToed,  as  applied  solely  to  the  woids  they  stand  in 
juxtaposition,  the  baixatiy  of  the  xnaster  and  marinera  Lord 
ItAJransw  thought  it  yery  strange  that  the  widanmter 
aho«ild  wdortake  to  indemnify  against  the  mi^oondnot  of  the 
9U|fiter>  vho  ia  tb€|  agent  of  tbeinsuied,  and  subject  to  his  con- 
trol. (8  Kenes  Com.  p.  4D2.)  The  aain&  wrter  says,  Aalk  in 
some  countries  barratry  is  expressly  excepted  from  policiesi 
in  others  not  insurable  He  also  says^  that  in  tt>me  of  our 
American  policies  the  risk  from  barratry  ia- qualified,  it  is 
"  barratry  of  the  master  {y^nlesa  the  assured  he  ovmer  of  the  ve»- 
sd^  apd  marinenk"  (8  KefU^a  Com.  p.  402.)  Thia  qualifica- 
tion is- predsety  what  the  parties  have  made  in  this  oase. 

Ther^  BKOst  be  judgmmt  for  the  defendants  on  the  cbmuner 

W^QQSt» 


SARATOGA  COUNTY  COUBT. 

WiLLiAif  GABBOLLy  Jb.,  respondent^  agtb  Jaicbs  Nkwtok, 

appellant 

WlMve  a  ItndtordiB  aUovrod  to  bold  the  tmumre  ii»d«  on  hk  ftursB,  th«  i^X  to 
llmnded  on  the  ftcttliat  the  numnre  is  made  ftomthe  prodoceof  fhefiucm,  and 
to  allow  the  tenant  to  remore  it  woald  tend  to  impoveruh  the  &nn. 

But  where  the  mannre  is  niade  from  prodnoe  obtained  elsewhere^  or  where  the 
iMdaaienot  agriddtnral  lands,  sneh  as  liw9tjMb\a^  Aa,  no  sooh  ifg^t  of 
the  landlord  exists. 

Okb  Daniel  Haartnett  lented  of  the  defendaaJi  a  houas^  barUi 
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grocery  and  garden,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  $100.  At  the  time 
of  renting,  Hartnett  told  the  defendant  that  he  might  have  the 
manure  to  be  made  at  the  bam,  if  he  woald  furnifih  the  straw 
to  be  used  there.  The  defendant  replied  that  he  could  not 
furnish  the  straw,  as  he  had  no  more  than  he  wanted  himself. 
The  plaintiff  afterwards  agreed  with  Hartnett  to  famish,  and 
did  furnish  the  straw,  with  the  understanding  that  the  manure 
should  be  his.  Hartnett  for  some  time  kept  from  18  to  20  horses 
at  the  bam.  The  defendant  drew  the  manure  away,  claiming 
it  as  his  own,  "  on  the  ground  that  it.  was  not  movable." 
The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  therefor,  and  leooyered  a 
judgment  for  $16  damages,  and  $5  costs. 

E.  F.  BnLLARD,/or  theappdJarU, 
J.  O.  IlLoTT, /or  the  respondent 

McKean,  County  Judge.  "Where  land  is  rented  for  agri- 
cultural purposes,  and  manure  is  made  upon  it  in  the  ordinary 
course  qfjarming^  such  manure  belongs  to  the  landlord.  {Mid" 
didyrook  agt.  Corwin^  15  Wend,  169 ;  Goodrich  agt  cTbnes,  2 
HiU^  142.)  "  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  manure  made  in  ^ 
a  livery  stable,  or  in  any  manner  not  connected  with  agricul- 
ture or  in  the  course  of  husbandry.'*  {Daniels  agt.  Pond,  21 
Pick  867.)  In  Lassel  agt.  Reed  (6  Maine,  222),  some  of  the 
cattle  kept  on  the  farm  belonged  to  the  lessor,  and  were  leased 
with  the  premises ;  others  belonged  to  the  tenant.  Some  of 
the  hay  also  was  purchased  by  the  tenant,  and  the  residue  was 
cut  on  the  farm.  It  was  held  that  the  manure  belonged  to  the 
lessor,  but  the  court  said :  "  We  do  not  mean  to  be  understood, 
by  this  opinion,  as  extending  the  principles,  on  which  it  is 
founded,  to  the  case  of  tenants  of  livery  stables  in  towns,  and 
perhaps  some  other  estates,  having  no  connection  with  the  pur- 
suits of  agriculture ;  other  principles  may  be  applicable  in  such 
circumstances." 

In  Lewis  agt.  Jones,  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  Penn- 
sylvania, in  January,  1852,  the  defendant,  who  was  a  tenant  of 
agricultural  lands,  claimed  part  of  the  manure,  on  the  ground 
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that  lie  had  boaght  and  used  on  the  place  some  hay  and  other 
provender.  But  the  manure  thus  made  was  commingled  with 
that  made  from  the  produce  of  the  place. 

In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Lewis,  Justice,  said : 
"  The  doctrine,  that  the  manure  goes  with  the  land,  is  of  course 
confined  to  &nna  which  are  let  for  agricultural  purposes." 
He  said  also,  "  the  tenant,  by  his  own  act,  has  rendered  it  im- 
possible to  ascertain  the  extent  of  his  right  The  doctrine  of 
confusion  of  goods  properly  applies  to  his  claim."  This 
ruling  clearly  implies  that,  if  there  had  been  no  comming- 
ling  of  the  manure,  the  tenant  could  have  held  that  made  firom 
provender  bought  by  him,  although  he  occupied  agricultural 
landa 

Where  a  landlord  is  allowed  to  hold  the  manure,  the  reason 
for  the  rule  would  seem  to  be  the  &ct,  that  the  manure  is  made 
from  the  produce  of  the  &rm,  and,  to  allow  the  tenant  to  re- 
move it,  would  tend  to  impoverish  the  fiura.  But  where  the 
manure  is  made  from  produce  obtained  elsewhere,  or  where 
the  lands  are  not  agricultuhd  lands,  no  such  reason,  and,  there- 
fore BO  such  rule,  exists.        ^"^-^  _  ^-  "^ 

The  manure  in  question  belonged  to  Hartnett,  or,  rather,  to 
the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  his  contract  with  Hartnett  What 
the  defendant  supposed  to  be  the  law  of  the  case  may  not  be 
important;  but, that  he  understood  the  tenant  as  having  a 
right  to  hold  or  dispose  of  the  manure,  may  be  inferred  from 
the  conversation  at  the  time  of  renting  the  premises. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
Thxobobs  D.  Torks  agt  John  S.  Phck. 

A  no^icff  of  jadgment  served  by  the  attorney,  withoat  being,  algned  by  him  or  bis 

plaoe  of  buflineas  mentioned,  is  a  nullity.    {Se$  BuU  10.) 
▲  party  moat  be  held  to  strict  j^netiee  ivhoro  he  undertakes  to  limit  the  l^ne  w 

^)peaL 

Sevmik  Jtidicid  J}i8trictf  Oenerai  Tenfif  Jfaimbj  1860^ 
Motion  to  dismias  an  appeal,  taken  b j  the  defeTKJbtat  to  Ae 
general  tenn,  from  a  judgment  at  special  term. 

The  notioee  of  appeal  were  not  served  on  tiie  attorney  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  on  the  clerk,  so  as  to  per&cst  the:  appeal,,  unlal  the 
2nd  of  December,  1858.  On  the  28ih  of  October  pxepvnni^ 
the  plaintiff's  attorney  served  on  the  defendant's  attorney  the 
usual  written  notice  of  judgmexit.  ia  tbe  action,  except  liialr  it 
was  not  si^^ed  by  the  attorney  for  the  pkintif^  and  had- no  in* 
doisement  upon  it  of  his  place  of  business.  The  gtom^  of 
the  motion  was,  that  the  appeal  was  not  brought  in  time. 

EL  J.  Wood,  far  plaint^. 
Ahos  Daj^isIj  for  defendant. 

By  the  court — JojSNSOK,  Justice.  THe  ten&  rale  requires 
the  attorney,  on  every  process  or  paper  ta  be  asFV^ed,  not  only 
to  subscribe  his  name,  but  to  add  thereto  his  place  of  business. 
The  paper  served  was  a  memorandum  and  not  a  notice,  as  it 
was  not  subscribed  by  the  attorney  or  party.  Where  a  party 
undertakes  to  limit  the  time  for  appealing,  he  must  serve  sudi 
a  notice  as  the  rules  and  practice  require.  He  should  be  held 
to  strict  practice  in  such  cases. 

Motion  denied  with  costs. 
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SUPBEMB  COURT. 

BoAHD  OP  Ck)X]as8ioNSB8  OF  ExGiss  OP  Albant  Cousrr 
agt  Elias  Classon. 

Tbe  finrn  of  the  notice  in  thaBmnmons  in  an  action  to  reoover  ^penalty  imderthe 
"  act  to  BoppreeB  intemperance^  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intozioating  liqnon, 
pasMd  Ainil  16th,  1861,"  should  be  under  Hie  first  sabdiviaion  of  §  129  of  the 
Code^  not  under  the  aecond  sobdiTiiSaii  of  that  aectfoQ. 

Albany  /^pecial  Term^  JamuLry^  1859. 

Tsm  defendant  moved  to  set  aside  the  plaintiff's  oomplaint 
on  the  ground  that  it  yariedfixym  the  eause  of  action  indicated 
in  the  summons.  The  smnmons  and  complaint  were  as  fol- 
lows: 

'^  Staie  of  New  •  Tcrh^  Supreme  Oou7%  Albany  county. — The 
Board  of  OommissioneiB  of  Excise  of  the  county  of  Albany, 
plaintiff,  against  Elias  dasson,  defendant  To  Elias  Glas- 
son,  the  above  named  defendant  Tou  are  hereby  summoned 
to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of 
Excise  of  the  county  of  Albany,  plaintiff  in  this  action,  a 
copy  of  which  is  herewith  served  upon  you,  and  to  serve  a  copy 
of  your  answer  on  me  at  my  office.  No.  74  State  street^  in  the 
city  of  Albany,  within  twenty  days  after  the  service  hereof 
exclusive  of  the  day  of  such  service,  and  if  yon  ful  to  answer 
said  complaint  as  hereby  required,  the  plaintiff  will  take  judg- 
nient  against  you  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  besides 
4i6  costs  of  this  action. 

"  Albany,  December  16th,  A.D.  1868. 

"  R  J.  HiLTOK,  jpii«i«j(f '5  aUomey^ 

"City  of  Albany,  N.T;' 

**  tSaie  of  New  -  Tcrh^  Supreme  Oourt^  Albany  county. — ^The 
Board  of  Commissioners  of  Excise  of  the  County  of  Albany, 
jdaintif^  against  Elias  dasson^  defendant  The  Board  of 
Commissioners  of  Excise  of  the  county  of  Albany,  plaintiff. 

Vol.  XVn.  13 
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complaining  of  Ellas  Oasson,  a  resident  of  the  city  of  Albany 
in  the  county  of  Albany,  defendant  in  this  action,  shows : 

"  First  That  as  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  the 
defendant,  on  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  November,  A.D.  1858, 
at  the  city  of  Albany  in  the  said  county  of  Albany,  sold  to 
divers  persons,  strong  and  spirituous  liquors  and  wines  in 
quantities  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  to  wit :  one  gill  ot 
brandy,  one  gill  of  whiskey,  one  gill  of  rum,  one  gill  of  gin, 
one  gill  of  cordial,  one  gill  of  wine,  one  pint  of  strong  beer, 
one  pint  of  ale,  without  having  a  license  therefor,  contrary  to 
and  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  section  thirteen  of  the  act 
of  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New- York,  entitled  '  An  act  to 
suppress  intemperance  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  passed  April  16th,  1867 ;'  that  by  reason  thereof  the 
defendant  became,  and  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  pen- 
alty and  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  thirteenth  and  twenty-second  sections  of  the  said  act^  and 
an  action  has  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  same 
against  the  defendant 

"  Second.  And  for  a  second  and  fturther  cause  of  action,  the 
said  plaintiff  shows :  That  as  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  be- 
lieves, the  defendant,  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  December, 
AuD.  1858,  at  the  city  of  Albany  in  the  said  county  of  Albany, 
sold  to  divers  persons,  strong  and  spirituous  liquors  and  wines 
in  quanties  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  to  wit :  one  gill  of 
brandy,  one  gill  of  whiskey,  one  gill  of  rum,  one  gUl  of  .gin, 
one  gill  of  cordial,  one  gill  of  wine,  one  pint  of  strong  beer, 
one  pint  of  ale,  without  having  a  license  therefor,  contrary  to 
and  in  violation  of  section  thirteen  of  the  act  of  the  legislature 
of  the  state  of  New-York,  entitled  '  An  act  to  suppress  intem- 
perance and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  passed 
April  16th,  1857 ;'  that  by  reason  thereof  the  defendant  be- 
came, and  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  further  penally 
and  sum  of  fifty  dollais,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
thirteenth  and  tw^ity-seoond  sections  of  the  said  act,  and  an 
action  has  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  same  against 
the  defendant 
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"  Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demandB  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  said  several  sums  so  due  and  owing  plaintiff  from 
said  defendant^  and  amounting  to  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dol- 
hjBj  with  costs  of  this  action. 

"  R  J.  Hilton,  plaintiff  ^s  aUomet/y 

"  No.  74  State  street,  Albany,  N.  T.** 

"  (Xfy  and  county  of  Albany,  88 : — James  D.  Waason,  of  the 
said  city  and  county  of  Albany,  being  duly  sworn,  doth  de- 
pose and  say  that  he  is  one  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of 
Excise  of  iStiQ  coxmty  of  Albany,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action ; 
that  the  foregoing  complaint  is  true  of  his  own  knowledge,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  matters  which  are  therein  stated  to  be  on  infor- 
mation and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  he  believes  it  to  be 
true. 

'^  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this ) 
17ih  day  of  December,  A.D.  1868,         f 
"James  B.  Wassokt. 

"  J.  B.  Stxjrtevakt,  commissioner  of  deedfl^  fta,  for  city  of 
Albany.'' 

R  J.  'ElLTOS,  for  plaintiffs. 

Preliminarily  we  say  no  appeal  lies  from  the  order  of  gen- 
eral term. 

1.  The  action  for  a  penal^  is  a  dvil  action,  and  so  was  the 
action  of  debt  on  statute.  (Oowper^  882 ;  2  ChiUy's  PL  884, 
501.) 

2.  This  class  of  actions,. under  the  Code,  is  still  for  a  sum  ot 
money,  which,  by  force  of  the  statute,  the  defendant  is  bound 
to  pay,  and  this  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  a  specific  sum  of 
money  and  nothing  else.  (Fife  Session  Laws  of  1867 ^  diapier 
628,  §§  18,  22.) 

8.  The  summons  is  properly  framed,  under  the  1st  subdivi- 
sion of  section  129  of  Code,  and  is  in  conformity  to  the  deci- 
sions of  the  supreme  court  (in  2d  District),  and  was  prepared 
accordingly,  and  the  order  at  special  term  should  be  affirmed, 
with  coete.    (8  Haw.  iV.  JR.  481 ;  5  Abbott,  884 ;  samecase  on 
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appeal,  6  Abbott,  848;  4  Seld.  488;  16  How.  Pr.  B.  289;  9 
Barb.  498 — as  to  respect  thai  decisions  at  generai  term  should 
receive  in  other  districts.) 

Thomas  Smith,  d^endanfs  attorney,  for  the  motion. 

Gould,  Justice.  That  the  action  for  a  penalty  is  a  dvU  ac- 
tion, is  very  folly  reasoned,  and  very  clearly  shown  (as  well 
as  directly  decided),  in  the  case  of  Atcheson  agt.  EveriU  {Cow- 
per,  882)- 

Its  common  law  form  was  not  on  the  case  ex  delicto,  but  dAt 
on  statute;  stating  that  the  defendant  "  owes  to,  and  detains 
from  the  plaintiff"  $100  or  whatever  sum.  And,  in  the  sub- 
sequent  part  of  the  pleading,  that  "  defendant  is  indebted  to 
plaintiflfe  by  force  of  the  statute."    (2  Ghiity's  PL  884,  501.) 

It  was  never  classed  among  actions  ex  delicto ;  but  always 
among  those  ex  contractu  ;  on  the  ground  that  from  an  indebt- 
edness the  Jaw  implies  a  promise  to  pay.  And  at  common  law 
there  was  no  other  form  of  action  for  such  a  case. 

The  Code,  in  abolishing />r97i«,  has  not  abolished  principles; 
and  this  action  is  still  for  dk  faced  sum  of  money,  which,  by  force 
of  the  statute,  the  defendani  is  bound  to  pay  to  plaintiffs.  And 
the  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  money  only,  and  for  a  speci- 
fied sum — a  sum  certain — one  penalty  of  $50  in  each  count; 
the  two  amounting  to  $100,  as  much,  and  as  precisely  as  L^ 
two  notes  (of  $50  each)  were  sued  on. 

What  should  the  summons  state?  that  plaintiff  will  apply 
to  the  court  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint^  when 
that  relief  is  a  judgment  for  just  so  much  money  so  due.  In 
common  sense,  the  summons  and  complaint  before  me  answer 
all  the  purposes  of  a  summons  and  complaint ;  they  contain  all 
the  information  the  defendant  can  need  to  apprise  him  of  the 
precise  cause  of  action,  and  all  the  &cts  a  clerk  of  the  court 
could  require,  to  enter  the  judgment  (in  case  of  de&ult),  for 
the  exact  amount ;  and  there  is  no  reason  in  the  cases,  or  out 
of  them,  why  the  court  should  be  troubled  with  the  mere  &rce 
of  a  special  apphcation  for  relief. 
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BmdeBj  I  see  not  How  the  case  Ms  to  come  oompletely 
within  §  176  of  the  Code ;  since,  if  there  be,  in  the  summons 
or  complaint,  error  or  defect  (as  obumed  by  the  defence),  it 
cannot  affect  "  the  subatanttai  rights  "  of  the  defendants,  and 
the  court  must,  in  every  stage  of  the  action^  disregard  siuJi  error 
or  defect. 

Further,  the  decisions  in  6  AhboU^  884:,  and  6  AhboU,  843, 
are  precisely  in  point,  and  I  am  disposed  to  acquiesce  in  them. 

The  motion  to  set  aside  the  complaint  must  be  denied,  with 
$10  costs  of  motion. 

At  General  Term,  Albany^  March,  1869. 

Present^  Habbis,  Gould  and  Hogsboom,  JnatioeB. 

After  argument  on  the  appeal  £rom  ihe  order  above  made 
at  special  term,  said  order  was  unanimously  a£Brmed ;  and  the 
court  directed  the  opinion  given  at  special  term  to  be  pub- 
lished as  the  opinion  of  the  court 


SUPBEME  COUET. 
Phinnby  agt.  Phinnby,  Ac.  ^*' 

The  abollflhing,  by  the  Code,  of  the  ancient  ybmw  of  pleading,  has  not  prednded 
the  neceteity  of  some  written  spedflcation,  in  advance  of  the  trial,  of  each 
party's  claim  or  defence.  But  there  must  be  no  irreleyant  or  redundant  mat- 
ter in  such  spedflcation,  on  pain  of  being  stricken  out  at  the  instance  of  "  any 
person,"  whether  a  party  or  not,  "  aggrieyed  thereby/*  including,  of  course,  the 
judge  whose  time  aod  patience  are  thus  unwarrantably  taxed,  to  the  delay  and 
detriment  of  other  suitors. 

It  was  hdi  in  this  case  substantially,  that  the  complaint  did  not  state  a  case  over 
which  the  court  had  jurisdiction ;  nor  &cts  sufficient  to  constitute  ik  cause  of 
action.  For  instanoe^  the  court  was  called  upon,  without  any  direct  averment 
of  the  assumed  fact,  and  without  any  probability  of  its  existenoe^  blindly  to  de- 
termine that  the  laws  of  Cuba  were  the  same  as  the  laws  of  Rhode  Island,  and 
the  laws  of  Rhode  Island  the  same  as  the  laws  of  New- York. 

As  against  one  of  the  defendants  no  cause  of  action  was  made  out,  and  as  to  the 
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other,  and  as  to  both,  togal  ooncliuioiis  being  an  inadmiaBiUe  Bobstltixte  for 
&ctB,  the  complaint  was  equally  demurrable.  Whether  it  ooold  be  amended, 
gueref 

New-  York  Special  Term,  January,  1859. 
Demubbebs  to  complaint.   The  facts  will  sujQScientlj  appear 
in  the  opinion. " 

L  T.  WlLhlAMS,  for  plaintiff.  ' 

Blatohfobd,  Sewabd  &  GBlswOLD,y&r  defendant 

EoosEVBLT,  Jnstioe.  Although  the  new  Code  has  abolished 
all  the  B,'ncient  forms  of  pleading,  it  has  not  abolished  the  ne- 
cessitj  of  written  specifications,  in  advance  of  the  trial,  of  each 
party's  claim  or  defence.  (§  140.)  These  specifications,  too,  are 
required  to  be  "  definite  and  certain,"  so  as  to  enable  the  courts 
as  well  as  the  adverse  party,  to  see  clearly  the  "  precise  na- 
ture "  of  the  case  intended  to  be  made.  (§  160.)  The  com- 
plaint, in  particular,  must  contain  "a  plain  and  concise 
statement  of  the  faicts  constituting  the  cause  of  action,  without 
unnecessary  repetition."  And  without  improperly  uniting 
incongruous  causes  of  action.  (§§  142,  144.)  No  irrelevant 
or  redundant  matter  is  to  be  inserted,  on  pain  of  being  stricken 
out  at  the  instance  of  "  any  person,"  whether  a  party  or  not, 
"  aggrieved  thereby,"  including,  of  course,  the  judge  whose 
time  and  patience  are  thus  unwarrantably  taxed,  to  the  delay 
and  detriment  of  other  suitors.  The  case,  too,  must  not  only 
be  stated  in  the  manner  indicated,  but  must,  when  so  stated, 
appear  to  be  one  over  which  the  court  has  jurisdiction. 

It  is  contended  that  the  complaint  in  the  present  suit  &il8 
to  conform  to  any  of  these  requirements,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants, therefore,  are  neither  of  them  bound  to  answer  the  same, 
but  are  each  entitled,  on  their  separate  demurrers,  to  a  judg- 
ment of  dismissal  with  costs.  A  brief  outline  will  be  neces- 
sary, to  understand  the  nature  of  the  objections. 

Theodore  Phinney,  it  appears,  assuming  the  facts  stated  in 
the  complaint  to  be  true,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  a  planter 
in  Cuba,  and  was  the  owner  of  a  large  real  and  personal  estate, 
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indading  negroes,  all  "in  the  said  island,"  of  the  yalne  of 
about  $400,000.  He  died  in  April,  1862,  where  is  not  statedg 
leaving  a  widow  and  two  sons  and  two  daughters,  who,  by  his 
death,  it  is  said,  under  the  laws  of  Spain  and  the  provisioiua  of 
the  will  of  the  deceased,  without  saying  that  there  were  any 
such  laws  or  will  or  what  were  their  contents,  became  "  seized 
and  possessed  "  of  the  whole  estate  real  and  personal  and  en- 
titled to  and  interested  in  the  same  in  the  following  propor- 
tions :  one  half  to  the  widow  and  one-eighth  to  each  of  the 
children.  This  kind  of  statement  involves  a  mere  conclusion 
or  inference,  in  which  the  plaintifEs,  it  will  readily  be  seen, 
may  be  greatly  mistaken.  They,  in  effect^  express  an  opinion 
of  ihe  law,  and  ask  the  court  blindly  to  adopt  it,  without  giv- 
ing to  the  court  the  necessary  matmals  to  test  its  correctness* 
Foreign  laws  as  well  as  private  wills  are  mere  &cts,  and,  like 
other  &cts,  must  be  set  forth  and  proved.  It  is  for  the  court, 
and  not  the  parties,  to  determine  their  legal  efiEect  when  pro- 
duced. The  propriety  of  this  rule  will  be  illustrated  by 
another  statement  in  this  same  complaint.  One  of  the  daugh- 
ters of  the  deceased,  in  1846,  married  Mr.  West  at  Newport, 
in  Shode  Island,  "  whereby,'^  says  the  complaint, ''  he  became 
entitled  absolutely  to  all  her  personal  estate,  and  to  the  income 
of  all  her  real  estate  for  life,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy."  Here, 
it  will  be  observed,  the  court  is  called  upon  to  assume  that  the 
laws  of  Cuba  are  the  same  as  the  laws  of  Bbode  Island,  and 
the  laws  of  Bhode  Island  the  same  as  the  laws  of  New- York, 
without  any  direct  averment  of  the  assumed  fact,  and  without 
any  probability  of  its  existence. 

Mrs.  Phinney,  it  is  alleged,  in  like  manner,  in  another  placei 
became  the  sole  acting  executrix  of  the  deceased,  as  such  con- 
trols, manages  and  administers,  as  well  the  real  as^the  personal 
estate,  and  (another  legal  inference)  is  responsible  therefor,  and 
for  its  avails  and  produce,  having  appointed  Theodore  W. 
Phinney,  one  of  the  sons,  as  her  agent,  who  has  "  taken  upon 
himself  the  exclusive  management  of  the  estate,"  and,  with  the 
"connivance  and  consent"  of  Mrs.  Phinney,  has  "greatly 
mismanaged  it,"  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  $50,000  and 
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upwards,  and  has  wrongfiiUy  oonverted  moie  than  $60,000  cf 
the  income  to  his  own  use.  It  isfurther  charged,  that  neither 
Mrs.  Phinney  nor  her  agent  has  aoeonnted  to  the  plaintiffw,  or 
paid  over  their  ''  proper  shares."  Three  hundred  and  sevens- 
four  thousand  dollars,  it  is  admitted,  have  been  paid  by  the 
sale  of  a  large  portion  of  the  real  estate ;  but  the  sixtj  acres 
remaining,  it  is  alleged,  are  wrongMly  kept  and  used  Ir^ 
Theodore  W.  Phimxey,  with  the  consent  of  the  executrix. 
The  plaintifEs  pray  for  an  account  and  payment ;  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  defendants  fix)m  the  management  of  the  estate, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  with  directions  to 
sell,  Sec. 

As  to  the  redundancy  and  uncertainly,  it  is  unnecessary 
further  to  recite  the  contents  of  the  complaint,  for  the  reason 
that,  although  serious  objections  to  a  pleading,  they  are  not 
grounds  of  demurrer,  unless  the  redundancy  consist  in  the 
uniting  of  an  incongruous  cause  of  action,  or  the  uncertainty 
be  so  great  as  to  present  in  effect  no  cause  of  action  at  all.  In 
this  case,  no  cause  of  action  is  made  out  against  the  agent  of 
Mrs.  Phinney.  As  her  agent,  he  is  responsible  to  her,  and  not 
to  the  other  heirs  or  devisees.  She,  and  she  alone — there 
being  no  allegation  of  insolvency — ^is  responsible  for  her  own 
and  her  agent's  acts.  That  ground  alone  would  be  sufficient 
for  dismissing  the  complaint  as  to  one  of  the  defendants.  And 
as  to  the  other,  and  as  to  both,  legal  conclusions  being  an  in- 
admissible substitate  for  &cts,  the  complaint,  in  its  present 
shape,  is  equally  demurrable.  Whether  it  can  be  cured  by 
amendment,  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  determine.  It  is  enough 
to  say  that,  as  it  now  stands,  it  does  not  state  &cts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  in  this  court 

Both  demurrers,  therefore,  for  I  consider  them  distinct  and 
separate,  must  be  allowed,  and  the  complaint  dismissed  with 
costs,  unless  the  plainti&  elect  to  amend,  as  they  may  in 
twenty  days,  paying  at  the  same  time  the  costs  of  the  de- 
murrers. 
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UNITED  STATES  CIBCaiT  COUET. 

DssonKa  Dueb  agt  Wilson  Small,  Beceiyer  of  Taxes, 

and  others. 

The  kw  of  «he  stiile  of  Nev-York  (Laws  of  1865,  Ol  31,  p,  44^  which  proyldeB 
iSbaX  an  persons  and  aaaociAtioDs  dcmig  InisiiMaB  in  the  itete  of  New-York,  as 
merchanta^  bankers  or  otherwise,  and  fiot  reridmis  of  the  state,  shall  be  as* 
sessed  and  taxed,  on  all  soma  inyested  in  any  manner  in  said  bosinesB^  the  same 
as  if  thej  were  residents  of  the  state,  is  noi  vneonstitiakmaL 

M  seeiM,  that  although  the  rule  of  law  is,  that  personal  estate  follows  the  person 
of  the  owner,  and,  therefore,  maj  be  taxed  in  the  state  where  the  owner  is  do> 
midled,  yet  it  does  not  follow  that  it  cannot  also  be  taxed  in  aaother  abate 
where  it  is  actually  invested  in  bnsineea. 

JSnUhem  District,  New-Ywh,  February^  1859. 

The  complaiDant  is  a  resident  and  citizen  of  the  state  of 
New-Jersey,  and  has  been  snch  resident  and  citizen  since  the 
month  of  January,  1855.  During  all  that  time  he  was,  and 
still  is,  engaged  in  the  business  of  banking  in  the  city  of  New- 
York,  as  a  partner  in  the  firm  of  James  G.  King  &  Sons.  The 
defendant  is  the  receiyer  of  taxes  in  and  for  the  city  and  county 
of  New-York. 

J.  0.  Bancboft  J) JLTiAy  for  plaint^. 
Abraham  R  Lawrskce,  Jb.,  Jbrdefendanis. 

Ingsbsoll,  Justice.  The  law  of  the  state  of  New- York 
provides  that  all  persons  doing  business  in.the  state  of  New- 
York,  as  merchants,  bankers,  or  otherwise,  and  not  residents 
of  the  state,  shall  be  assessed  and  taxed,  on  all  sums  invested 
in  their  business,  the  same  as  if  they  were  residents  of  the 
state.  Besidents  and  non-residents,  with  respect  to  taxes  on 
personal  property  invested  in  business  in  the  state,  are  put  on 
an  equality. 

The  complainant  was  assessed  and  taxed  upon  his  personal 
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property  invested  in  his  said  business  in  the  city  of  New-York, 
in  the  years  1855, 1856  and  1857.  The  amount  of  these  taxes 
is  about  $1,400.  He  refuses  to  pay  the  same.  He  alleges  in 
his  bill  that  the  law  of  the  state  of  New- York,  the  substance  of 
which  is  above  set  forth,  is  in  violation  of  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  is  otherwise  illegal  and  void.  He 
prays  for  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant  and  others, 
who  may  daim  authority  to  act,  Irom  issuing  any  warrant  or 
other  instrument,'  or  from  taking  any  steps  for  the  collection 
of  said  taxes,  or  from  levying  upon  any  goods  or  chattels  to 
satisfy  the  same. 

Taxes  are  a  portion  that  each  individual  gives  of  his  prop- 
erty, in  order  to  secure  or  have  the  perfect  enjoyment  of  the 
remainder.  Governments  are  established  for  the  protection  of 
persons  and  property  within  the  limits  of  the  state ;  and  taxes 
are  levied  to  enable  the  government  to  afford  or  give  such 
protection.  They  aie  the  price  and  consideration  paid  for  the 
protection  afforded. 

When  the  property  of  an  individual  receives  the  protection 
of  the  state  by  its  laws,  it  is  right  that  he  should  afford  to  the 
state,  in  the  way  of  taxes,  a  recompense  or  consideration  for 
such  protection ;  for  otherwise  that  protection  could  not  be 
extended  to  him.  Without  taxes,  the  state  would  be  power* 
less  to  afford  protection.  And  when  the  property  of  an  indi- 
vidual receives  the  protection  of  the  state,  it  is  equally  right 
that  the  property  protected,  no  matter  whether  it  be  real  or 
personal,  should  in  such  way  yield  a  recompense  or  consid- 
eration. 

The  owner  of  property  within  the  limits  of  a  state,  no  mat- 
ter whether  the  property  be  real  or  personal,  and  no  matter 
where  the  owner  has  his  domicil,  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the 
government  of  the  state  to  protect  such  property  by  its  laws, 
and  its  officers  acting  under  such  laws.  But  such  protection 
cannot  be  afforded  unless  means,  by  the  way  of  taxes,  are 
ftimished  to  afford  the  protection.  And  taxes  are  no  more  to 
be  levied  upon  the  property  of  the  resident  to  protect  the 
property  of  the  non-resident,  than  taxes  are  to  be  levied  upon 
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the  piroperty  of  a  non-resident  to  protect  the  property  of  the 
resident 

The  property  of  a  non-resident  within  the  limits  of  a  state, 
whether  it  be  real  or  personal,  is  equally  protected  by  the  laws, 
with  the  property  of  the  resident.  There  would  appear,  there- 
fore, to  be  no  good  reason  why  it  should  not  equally  pay  in 
taxes  for  such  protection ;  no  good  reason  why  the  non-resi- 
dent, with  the  resident,  should  not  give  a  portion  in  order  to 
secure  the  perfect  enjoyment  of  the  remainder. 

The  laws  of  New-York,  like  the  laws  of  all  states  in  the 
Union,  declare  that  all  real  estate  within  the  state,  by  whom- 
soeyer  owned,  shall  be  taxed.  The  laws  of  the  state,  by  virtue 
of  which  the  taxes  in  the  bill  complained  of  were  imposed, 
declare  that  all  personal  estate  invested  by  a  non-resident 
owner  in  business  within  the  state  (and  who,  by  such  invest- 
ing, calls  upon  the  state  for  protection  to  such  property),  shall 
be  assessed  and  taxed  the  same  as  if  it  were  so  invested  by  resi- 
dents ;  that  all  personal  property  invested  in  business  within 
the  state  shall  pay  alike  for  the  security  and  protection  afforded 
it  by  the  government,  and  means  are  provided  by  the  laws  to 
make  it  pay  for  such  security  and  protection 

K  a  non-resident  does  not  like  to  pay  for  such  security  and 
protection,  he  can  withdraw  his  personal  property  from  the 
state,  and  thus  free  himself  from  such  payment.  There  is  no 
law  which  compels  him  to  put  his  property  under  the  protec- 
tion of  the  laws  of  a  state  of  which  he  is  not  a  citizen  or  resi- 
dent But  while  he  asks  and  demands  protection  from  the  laws, 
there  is  no  good  reason  why  he  should  not  pay  for  it ;  no  good 
reason  why  he  should  demand  that  the  property  of  the  resident 
should  pay  for  it ;  and  there  is  no  higher  law  of  the  United 
States  which  gives  a  non-resident  a  right  to  demand  that  the 
property  of  the  resident  citizen  should  pay  for  the  protection 
afforded  by  the  laws  to  the  property  of  the  non-resident  The 
equal  "immunities  and  privileges"  secured  to  the  "citizens 
of  each  state,"  in  the  "  several  states,"  does  not  demand  such 
a  requirement  as  this.  With  respect  to  real  estate,  the  non- 
resident cannot  withdraw  it  from  the  state,  even  if  he  does  not 
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like  the  law,  but  is  compelled  to  let  it  remain  within  the  lim- 
its of  the  state  where  it  is  taxed. 

The  superior  law  of  the  United  States,  which  forbids  the 
imposition  of  duties  by  a  state  upon  property  imported  from  a 
foreign  country,  does  not  forbid  the  state,  after  it  has  been 
imported  and  has  become  mixed  with  other  property  in  the 
state,  and  thereby  requires  the  protection  of  the  laws  of  the 
state,  from  exercising  the  right  to  require  that  such  property, 
by  whomsoever  it  may  be  owned,  should  pay  for  the  protec- 
tion afforded  it 

It  is  admitted  by  the  complainant^  that  the  real  estate  of  a 
non-resident  is  liable  to  pay,  in  taxes,  for  the  protection 
afforded  it  by  the  state ;  and  the  chief  reason  urged  why 
personal  estate  is  not  subject  to  the  same  rule  is,  that  the  rule 
of  law  is,  that  personal  estate  follows  the  person  of  the  owner, 
and  that^  therefore,  it  may  be  taxed  in  the  state  where  the 
owner  is  domiciled.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  bill  that  the 
personal  estate  of  the  complainant^  invested  by  him  in  busLuess 
within  this  state,  has  been  taxed  in  Kew-Jersey,  the  state  of 
his  domiciL  But  if  it  were  so  taxed,  it  would  not  follow  that 
it  could  not  be  taxed  in  the  state  where  it  actually  was,  and 
where  protection  was  actually  afforded  it.  If  a  non-resident 
owner  of  real  estate  should  be  taxed  in  the  state  of  his  domi- 
cil,  on  an  assessment  of  what  he  was  worth,  which  should 
include  the  value  of  the  real  estate  which  he  owns  in  another 
state ;  or,  if  he  should  be  assessed  upon  his  income,  which 
included  the  rent  of  such  real  estate,  that  would  be  no  good 
reason  why  the  state  in  which  the  real  estate  was,  and  which 
actually  affords  the  protection  of  its  laws  to  it^  and  by  which 
protection  he  would  be  able  to  receive  rent,  should  not  have 
the  right  to  compel  such  real  estate  to  contribute  to  the 
expense  and  cost  of  such  protection  actually  afforded. 

Bank  stock  is  personal  estate.  According  to  the  rule  of  law 
it  follows,  with  all  other  personal  property,  the  person  of  the 
owner.  Such  stock,  whether  owned  by  a  resident  or  non* 
resident^  is  usually  taxed  in  the  state  where  the  bank  is 
located.    It  is  believed  that  laws  taxing  such  stock  aie  not 
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obnozioiui  to  the  charge  of  being  opposed  to  any  confititutional 
law,  either  state  or  national  It  would  seem  to  be  enough 
that  the  property  of  a  non-resident,  whether  that  property  be 
real  or  personal,  should  be  put  upon  an  equality,  in  respect  to 
taxation,  with  the  property  of  a  resident,  without  requiring 
that  it  should  have  greater  privileges. 

"  The  taxing  power  of  a  state  is  one  of  its  attributes  of 
soyereignty,  and  where  there  has  been  no  compact  with  the 
federal  government,  or  eeasion  of  jurisdiction  for  the  purposes 
specified  in  the  constitution,  this  power  reaches  all  the  property 
and  business  within  the  state."  {Nathan  agt  Louisiana^  8 
Howard^  82.)  In  the  case  of  (Min  agt  HvJl,  21  Yenrumi,  152, 
it  was  held  "  that  the  personal  property  of  a  non*resident,  in  a 
state  where  he  was  not  domiciled,  might  be  taxed  in  such 
latter  state." 

The  law  of  New-York  prescribes  that  the  tax  on  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  such  non-resident  may  be  collected  from  the 
property  of  the  firms,  persons  or  associations  to  which  they 
severally  belong.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  this  portion 
of  the  law  which  has  been  argued  by  the  complainant.  No 
one  but  the  complainant  complains  of  it.  Admitting,  for  the 
purpose  of  argument,  that  James  G.  King,  and  the  other  indi- 
viduals of  the  firm  of  which  the  complainant  is  a  member, 
could  justiy  complain  of  this  particular  mode  prescribed  for 
the  collection  of  the  tax  against  the  complainant,  if  it  should 
be  attempted  to  be  followed,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  objec- 
tionable as  being  opposed  to  the  fundamental  law ;  yet  they 
makb  no  complaint  by  this  bill.  They  may  never  have  any 
cause  of  complaint,  they  are  not  parties  to  this  bill.  The 
question  is,  has  the  complainant  any  just  cause  of  complaint 
to  this  law,  or  to  the  manner  in  which  the  tax  has  been  as- 
sessed against  his  personal  property  in  this  state  by  virtue  of 
its  provisions?  The  question  is,  can  he  resist  the  payments? 
A  portion  of  a  law  may  be  invalid  while  another  portion  of  it 
is  valid  ;  an  invalid  provision  of  a  law  will  not  affect  another 
and  distinct  provision  which  is  valid. 

Without  going  into  the  question,  therefore,  whether  James 
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G.  King  and  the  other  members  of  the  firm  (excepting  the 
eomplainant)  would  have  any  cause  of  complaint  if  the  tax 
should  be  collected  fix>m  their  property,  we  hold  that  the  alle^ 
gations  in  the  bill  are  not  suf&cient  to  justify  ihe  court  in 
interfering  in  fiiyor  of  the  complainant  by  injunction. 
The  bill  must^  therefore,  be  dismissed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


The  International  Life  Assubanob  Coicpant,  of  L(»i- 
don,  agt  The  Cohmissionebs  of  Taxes. 

The  Bbttish  Cohhebcial  Life  Insubanoe  Company  agt 
The  Sake. 

Under  the  stotate  (Zcnw  0/  I86(>,  ckag^,  37,  p,  44^  all  oorpcxratioiifl  not  crealed 
by  the  laws  of  this  state  are  to  be  regarded  as  fion-residento,  and  if  they  trans- 
act buaness  within  this  state  tiiey  shall  be  assessed  and  taxed,  on  all  sums  in- 
vested in  any  manner  in  said  bosinesB,  the  same  as  if  they  were  reaSdentB  of 
thisstate. 

And  this  statate  indndes  foreign  eorporaliotu,  who  are  required,  by  the  aot  of 
1853,  to  deposit  with  the  comptroller  a  like  amomit  of  like  securities  witii  do- 
mestic corporations,  before  they  shall  be  permitted  to  transact  any  boaineeB 
within  the  state.  These  deposits  are  consdered  the  capital  upon  ^Hiich  acach 
corporations,  both  foieign  and  domestio^  are  authorized  to  transact  boafness 
within  the  state,  and  such  capital  is  liable^  under  the  statute^  to  taxation  eqiiaOy 
alike.  But  where  such  deposits,  or  any  portion  thereof  as  capital,  ooosiflt  in  tbe 
stocks  of  the  United  States,  it  is  not  subject  to  taxation. 

New  -  York  General  Term,  December,  1858. 

The  plaintiffs  in  the  above  entitled  suits  are  foreign  coxpo- 
rations  or  associations,  organized  under  acts  of  parliament  of 
Great  Britain,  for  the  purposes  of  insurance. 

By  section  15  of  chapter  468,  Laws  of  1858,  it  is  provided 
that  any  company,  organized  under  the  laws  of  any  foreign 
government,  is  authorized  to  do  business  within  this  state,  bj 
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depoenting  with  the  oomptroller  of  this  state,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  policy  holders  of  such  company,  citizens  or  residents  of  the 
United  States,  securities  of  the  kind  leqnired  by  the  sixth 
section  of  that  act,  for  simUar  companies  of  this  state,  and  shall 
haye  appointed  an  attorney  in  this  state  representing  the 
company,  and  upon  whom  all  legal  process  can  be  served,  and 
on  doing  these  acts  may  commence  business  in  this  state. 

The  plaintiffs  in  each  of  these  actions  have  complied  with 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  by  depositing  with  the  comptroller 
each  the  sum  of  $100,000,  in  tiie  securities  required  by  the 
act,  and  have  each  established  an  agency  for  the  transaction  of 
business  in  the  city  of  New-York. 

Of  the  sum  so  deposited  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  second  above 
entitled  action,  $60,000  was  invested  in  the  stocks  of  the' 
United  States. 

The  defendants,  as  commissioners  of  taxes,  assessed  each  of 
the  plamtiffii  for  the  ta:ses  of  the  year  1868,  in  the  sum  of 
$100,000  as  liable  to  taxation  on  that  amount  of  personal 
property. 

The  judge,  at  special  term,  held  the  plaintiffe  legally  assessed 
in  the  first  above  entitied  cause,  to  tiie  full  amount  of  the  sum 
so  deposited  with  the  comptroller,  and  that  the  defendants  had 
wrongfully  assessed  the  plaintifib  in  the  second  above  entitled 
cause,  in  the  sum  of  $100,000,  and  that  said  assessment  should 
be  reduced  to  $50,000,  on  the  ground  that  the  $50,000  invested 
in  stocks  of  the  United  States  was  not  liable  to  taxation. 

The  plaintifiSs  have  appealed  firom  the  orders  made  in  both 
suits,  and  the  defendants  from  that  part  of  the  order  made  in 
the  second  suit,  reducing  the  assessment  therein  to  $50,000. 

J.  W.  Gerard,  J^,  for  plaintiffs  in  first  suit. 

C.  A.  Rapallo  &  D.  Lo^,  for  plaintiffs  in  second  suA. 

A.  R.  Lawrbncb,  JfL.,for  defendanis. 

By  the  court— Davibs,  P.  Justice.  Taxes  are  contributions 
imposed  by  tiie  government  for  the  support  of  the  state.  In 
all  just  governments  it  should  be  a  cardinal  principle  th^t  such 
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impocdtioDB  should  be  equals  and  that  all  the  property  wiflm 
the  state  shoiild  contribute  its  equal  shaie  of  the  burden  im- 
posed. This  is  upon  the  principle,  that^  asallprc^ierty  wifliin 
the  state  is  equally  protected  by  its  laws  and  institutionfl^  so 
all  property  within  its  boundaries  should  alike  equally  con- 
tribute  to  their  maintenance  and  enforcement  In  this  spirit^ 
our  Beviised  Statutes  hare  declared,  that  ''  all  lands  and  per- 
sonal estate  within  this  state,  whether  owned  by  individuals 
or  by  corporations,  shall  be  liable  to  taxation,  subject  to  the 
exemptions  hereinafter  specified."  (1  Bev.  Stat  p.  887,  tUk  1, 
sec  1.)  By  section  6  of  title  2,  it  is  declared  that  every  pe^ 
son  shall  be  assessed  in  the  town  or  ward  where  he  resides 
when  the  assessment  is  made,  for  all  personal  estate  owned  by 
him,  including  all  personal  estate  in  his  possession  or  under 
his  control  n^  agent,  trustee,  &c. 

Corporations .  are  to  be  assessed  in  the  town  or  ward  in 
which  the  principal  office  or  place  of  transacting  the  financial 
business  of  such  company  is  situated.  {Section  2,  oftUk  4^  p. 
414, 1  iJ.  /S) 

The  property  of  these  plaintiff,  they  being  non-residrats  of 
the  state,  would  seem  not  to  be  taxable,  unless  the  same  is  re- 
garded as  being  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  their 
agent  residing  in  this  state.  That  view  of  the  case  will  be 
hereafter  considered. 

In  the  case  of  Wil807i  agt  The  Mayor^  Jke.  (1  Ahbattj  p.  4), 
it  was  held,  after  a  very  full  and  minute  examination  of  the 
statutes,  that  persons  not  inhabitants  of  this  state  were  not 
taxable  on  their  personal  property  used  and  employed  in  busi- 
ness in  this  state.  In  other  words,  personal  property  will  only 
be  taxed  where  the  owner  resides.    This  case  was  decided  in 

1854,  and  probably  had  some  influence  upou  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1865. 

This  act  declares  that  all  persons  or  associations  doing  bua- 
ness  in  this  state,  and  not  residents  thereof,  shall  be  assessed 
and  taxed,  on  all  sums  invested  in  any  manner  in  said  busi- 
ness, the  same  as  if  they  were  residents  of  this  state.    {Lctt09 1^ 

1855,  chap.  37.) 
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It  is  Iiisistod,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  tbis  act  has  no 
application  to  them ;  that  they  are  neither  persons  nor  associ- 
ationSy  and,  therefore,  unaffected  bj  its  provisions. 

They  have  each  $100,000  invested  in  the  business  carried 
on  by  them  in  this  state,  and  which  is  declared  to  be  a  fand 
for  the  secniity  of  their  creditors  within  the  United  States. 
The  provision  of  our  statutes,  in  reference  to  corporations,  is, 
that  they  are  liable  to  taxation  upon  their  capital.  (1  B.  & 
414,  §  L)  And  the  capital,  subject  to  taxation  as  such,  is  de- 
fined by  the  court  of  appeals  to  be  that  fund  upon  which  the 
corporation  transacts  its  business,  which  would  be  liable  to  its 
creditors,  and  in  case  of  insolvency  pass  to  a  receiver.  {Mutuai 
Ins.  Co*  agt  Supervisors  of  Erie  County^  4  Corns,  448.)  We 
have  seen  that  these  deposits  made  by  these  plaintifis  are  to  be 
held  as  a  fund  to  meet  their  liabilities  to  their  creditors.  By 
the  oxth  section  of  the  act  of  1858,  companies  organized  under 
that  act  were  to  have  a  capital  of  $100,000,  before  they  could 
proceed  to  the  transaction  of  business,  and  this,  in  the  seventh 
section  of  the  act,  is  denominated  capitaL  On  this  capital  our 
domestic  corporations  are  liable  to  taxation,  and  the  legislature 
has  declared,  by  the  15th  section,  that  no  foreign  corporation 
shall  be  permitted  to  transact  any  business  within  this  state, 
until  it  deposits  a  like  amount  of  like  securities,  and  for  the 
same  purpose,  with  the  comptroller. 

Do  the  foreign  corporations,  with  their  capital  of  a  like 
amount  with  the  domestic,  and  both  formed  for  the  same  pur* 
pose,  stand  in  a  more  &vorable  position  than  the  domestic,  in 
reference  to  taxation?  Is  the  foreign  capital  exempt,  while 
the  domestic  is  taxed  ?  Upon  the  point  we^^  now  consider- 
ing, the  solution  of  this  question  depends  upon  the  construction 
to  be  given  to  the  act  of  1865. 

If  its  language  is  sufRciently  broad  to  include  these  plain- 
tiflS,  there  can  be  no  question  that  they  have  been  legally 
aasrased. 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  case  of  The  People^^  Uticalns.  Co. 
(15  John.  258,  and  the  cases  there  ciied)^  are  quite  decisive  on 
diiB  point  and  the  rules  there  laid  down,  as  applicable  to  the 
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construction  of  statutes,  may  well  be  applied  here.  See  also 
the  case  of  Ontario  Bank  agt  Brownell  (10  Wend.  186).  We 
think  it  follows,  from  these  authorities,  that  this  statute  maybe 
regarded  as  including  corporations,  and  we  conclude,  therefore, 
that  corporations,  not  created  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  are  to 
be  regarded  as  non-residents,  and,  if  they  transact  busmess 
within  this  state,  they  shall  be  assessed  and  taxed,  on  all  soms 
invested  in  any  manner  in  said  business,  the  same  as  if  they 
were  residents  of  this  state.  As  to  their  funds  and  means  em- 
ployed in  business  within  this  state,  they  have  the  same  biu> 
dens  imposed  on  them  as  residents  of  this  state,  and  no 
greater. 

A  corporation  created  by  another  state,  it  is  now  well  set- 
tled, is  a  citizen  or  resident  of  the  state  creating  it.  {LovisvUk 
Railroad  Co.  agt  Leison^  2  How.  U.  JS.  Bep.  497.) 

But,  supposing,  for  any  cause,  the  corporation  or  association 
of  the  plaintifis  is  not  liable  to  be  assessed  and  taxed;  upon 
what  principle  can  their  properly,  under  the  control  and  in  the 
possession  of  their  agent,  be  exempt  ? 

Section  5,  of  title  2d,  already  referred  to  (1  Rev.  SLp.  889), 
declares  that  every  person  shall  be  assessed  in  the  town  or 
ward  where  he  resides,  when  the  assessment  is  made,  for  all 
personal  estate  owned  by  him,  including  all  personal  estate  in 
his  possession  or  under  his  control  as  agent,  trustee,  &c. 

Now,  we  think,  it  may  be  fairly  argued  that  this  fund,  de- 
posited with  the  comptroller  as  a  security  for  the  policy  own- 
ers, is  in  the  possession  and  under  the  control  of  the  plaintiflfe' 
agents  resident  within  this  state,  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section,  and  liabl(^to  be  assessed. 

But  as  the  assessment  has  not  been  made  in  that  form,  it  is 
unnecessary  definitely  to  pass  upon  this  point.  As  to  that 
portion  of  the  capital  or  fund  of  the  plaintifib  in  the  second  suit^ 
invested  in  the  stock  of  the  United  States,  we  think  the  same 
is  not  taxable,  and  that  the  order  of  the  special  term  in  that 
respect  was  correct  (1  Kents  Com.  9ih  ed.p.47^',  Weston 
agt  The  City  of  Charleston,  2  Peters'  U.  &  Rep.  449.) 

The  order  appealed  from  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  first  above 
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entitled  cause  is  affirmed  with  costs ;  and  the  order  appealed 
from  in  the  second  above  entitled*  cause  is  affirmed  without 
costs  to  either  partji  on  the  appeal 
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AvKBT  Pbatt,   respondent,  agt.  Philandeb  Stiles  aod 
Stephen  Stiles,  appellants. 

Although  the  mortgagee  has  the  legal  title  to  personal  property  under  a  mort- 
gage, and  the  law  daj  has  passed  for  the  payment  of  the  money  specified  hi 
the  mortgage,  yet,  until  foreclosure  or  sale,  the  right  of  redemption  exists  m 
equity.  And,  if  the  mortgagee  sells  the  property,  he  will  be  liable  to  refund 
ihe  excess  over  the  mortgage  debt,  to  the  mortgagor.  But  the  bill  to  redeem 
must  be  brought  within  a  reasonable  time. 

The  &cts  in  this  case,  as  developed  on  the  trial  before  the  referee,  present  one 
where  a  private  sale  of  the  property  was  made  under  the  mortgage  by  the 
mortgagee  to  a  third  ponton,  and  a  tender  by  the  mortgagor  of  the  amount  due 
after  the  law  day  had  passed,  and  it  was  Jield  by  the  referee,  that  the  circum- 
stances  under  which  the  sale  was  made  rendered  it  void  and  of  no  efifect,'and 
the  tender  made  by  the  mortgagor  was  held  good. 

The  question  of  cosis  of  the  trial,  &c.,  in  such  a  case,  is  properly  within  the  discr^ 
tion  of  the  referee. 

Where  the  referee  tried  the  cause  upon  the  whole  issues  presented  to  him,  and 
determined  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  redeem,  and  ascertained  and  de- 
clared the  amount  he  should  pay,  to  fulfil  such  redemption,  and  decided  that 
tiie  plaintiff  should  recover  the  costs  of  the  suit,  and  made,  signed  and  delivered 
his  report  directing  final  judgment,  Hetd^  that  this  terminated  the  jurisdictioa 
and  powers  of  the  referee. 

Ajid  where,  several  days  after  such  report,  the  plamtiff,  on  application  to  the  court, 
<Aytained  an  order  for  the  referee  to  take  an  account  of  the  value  of  the  use  of 
the  httscs  (property  in  the  mortgage)  by  the  defendants,  upon  which  the  ref- 
eree heard  evidence  and  made  a  second  or  supplemental  report,  SeH  that 
such  last  order  of  reference  was  irregular. 

The  plaintiff  not  having  made  the  offer  on  the  trial  of  the  issues,  to  have  the  ref- 
eree talce  such  account,  there  was  no  way  in  which  the  omission  could  be  reo- 
tifled,  except  by  an  application  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  newly  discov- 
ered evidence,  surprise  or  mistake. 
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Myntoe  (hneral  Terrr^  Marchj  1869. 

Present,  T.  R  SntONO,  Johnson  and  Smjtb^  Justiees. 

Ptincipal  facta  found  on  the  trial 

This  action  was  brought  to  redeem  a  mortgage  of  peraonal 
property  executed  by  the  plaintiff  to  one  Lucas,  and  by  him 
assigned  to  the  defendant^  Philander  Stile& 

The  mortgage  is  dated  1st  of  March,  1855 ;  it  transfisis  a 
span  of  bay  horses  with  other  property ;  and  is  coDditioned, 
among  other  things,  for  the  payment  of  $150,  to  the  mortga- 
gee, on  the  1st  of  July,  1855,  with  one  year's  interest  It  pro- 
vides, that  in  case  of  non-payment  at  that  time,  the  mortgagee 
may  take  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  sell  it,  uid 
apply  the  avails  (after  deducting  expenses  ot  sale  and  keeping) 
in  payment  of  the  debt;  and  that  in  case  the  mortgagee  shall 
at  any  time  deem  himself  insecure  and  unsafe,  he  may  take 
possession  of  the  property,  sell  it  at  public  or  private  sale,  pie- 
vious  to  the  time  above  mentioned  for  the  payment  of  the  debt, 
and  apply  the  proceeds  as  aforesaid.  And  it  contains  a  coye- 
nant  by  the  mortgagor  to  pay  any  deficiency  of  debt^  intern^ 
costs  and  charges. 

The  plaintiff^aid  ten  dollars  on  the  mortgage  about  the  Ist 
of  July,  1855,  but  nothing  more,  previously  to  the  tender 
hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  &rmer ;  these  horses  were  hi»only  team ; 
and  he  retained  possession  of  them,  until  the  defendants  took 
them  &om  him  in  December,  1856,  as  hereinafter  stated*  They 
were  worth  $250. 

The  mortgagee  was  a  brother-in-law  of  the  plaintiff  and,  not 
liking  to  force  him  to  pay,  he  sold  the  mortgage  to  the  defend- 
ant, P.  Stiles,  November  12th,  1856.  In  about  a  week  the 
plaintiff  first  learned  that  Stiles  had  bought  the  mortgage^  and 
immediately  went  to  see  him. 

In  that  interview,  Stiles  did  not  ask  for  immediate  paymenti 
on  the  contraiy,  he  expresseda  willingness  to  wait  till  the  next 
January. 

On  Friday,  the  12th  of  DeoembOT,  fiJlowing,  nothing  ^ 
having  passed  betweeD  them,  Stiles  went  to  the  plaintiff's 
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kofoae^  and  said  he  hadicome  for  the  Jioraes,  but  conflented  to 
let  ihem  lemai]^  with  tjti^  plamtiff  o;i  bis  promiaiiLg  to  pay 
hijn  on  Saturday  night  of  that  week.  The  amount  then  due 
was  about  $165.       ; 

On  Saturday  the  plaintiff  got  $170  in  money.  About  two 
o'clock  he  met  Stiles  at  Oheahire,  told  him  he  then  had  $100, 
and  that  if  he  would  wait  till  he  saw  one  Booth,  who  lived 
about  a  mile  froml^ere,^  he  would  pay  him  tiie  whole.  Stiles 
said  ho  could  not  Wait,  and  told  plaintiff  to  come  to  his  house 
that  lerening.  Plaintiff  then,  went  to  Booth's  and  got  the  rest 
of  the  moneyji  and.in  the  couzse  of.  the  day  started  to  go  to 
Stile^.with  the  m<mey  to  pay  him,  and,  being  told  by  Cham- 
berlain that  Stiles  was  at  Canandaigua,  did.not  go  to  his  house. 
Ghamberlain  had  left  Canandaigua  about  5  o'clock,  and  saw 
S^es.l&ere  sihi^y.  before  he  left.  As  the  plaintiff  was  return- 
ing home  about  8  o'clock,  he  met  both  defendants  in  the  road 
with  one  of  the  horsey,  which  they  had  taken  from  his  premi* 
ses  in  his  absence.  They  demanded  the  other  horse,  which 
plaintiff  was  driving.  Philander  took  the  horse  by  the  loit,- 
and  told  plaixnittffhe  had  not  come  as  he  agreed ;  plaintiff  said 
bo  had  started  for  Philander's  house,  and  learned  he  was  not  at 
home,  but  at  Canandaigua ;  and  Philander  said  he  had  been 
to  Canandaigua ;  but  was  at  home  from  5  o'clock  till  8.  The 
plaintiff  had  lihe  money  in  his  pocket,  and  told  Philander  it 
was  all  ready  for  him ;  Philander  asked  if  it  was  paper  money ; 
plaintiff  said  it  was,  and  asked  if  that  was  not  good ;  Philander 
said  it  was,  but  he  wanted  the  other  horse.  They  all  then 
drove  to  Chamberlain's  house,  and  Chamberlain,  at  plaintiff's 
request,  came  out.and  told  Philander  that  plaintiff  proposed  to 
pay  him  the  money,  and  offered  it  to  him,  and  Philander  re- 
plied that  he  did  not  take  rags,  but  that  it  was  too  late,  and  if 
it  was  gold'  he  would  not  take  it,  as  he  had  sold  the  horses  to 
Stephen^  i  He  also  said  that  if  Pratt  ''  had  been  over  to  his 
hoiise  with^the  spede  at  sundown,  he  would  have  been  smart, 
but  he  was  too  late."  The  defendant  refused  the  money,  un- 
hameased  the  horse  Pxatt  was  driving,  and  took  both  horses 
away.    After  Stephen  had  got  possession  of  the  horses,  Phi- 
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lander  said  to  plaintiff  ihat,  if  he  would  give  up  a  certain  suit 
whicli  was  then  pending  against  Philander  about  some  hay,  he 
would  take  the  money  and  give  up  the  horses — -but  plaintiff 
replied  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  suit — and  Philander 
then  said  he  would  not  give  up  the  horses. 

On  Monday  the  defendants  again  refused  to  take  the  money. 
On  Tuesday,  the  plaintiff  tendered  to  Philander,  at  the  Bank 
of  Canandaigua,  $170  in  specie,  in  payment  of  the  mortgage 
and  expenses,  and  demanded  the  horses,  and  offered  to  redeem 
them,  which  sum  was  sufficient^  but  the  defendant  refused  to 
receive  it,  or  permit  the  plaintiff  to  redeem.  On  the  next  day 
he  made  the  same  tender  to  both  defendants,  at  Huntley's 
office,  but  they  refused. 

After  this  tender,  plaintiff  told  the  defendant  he  should  de- 
posit the  money  in  the  Bank  of  Canandaigua,  and  did  so, 
and  directed  the  bank  to  let  the  defendants  have  it  when 
called  for.  It  remained  there  till  the  bank  suspended  in  Sep- 
tember, 1867,  when,  to  save  it,  a  note  was  taken  for  it  against 
one  Jones. 

The  circumstances  attending  the  sale  from  Philander  Stiles 
to  his  brother,  which  the  referee  held  collusive  and  void,  were 
these.  After  the  plaintiff  met  Philander  at  Cheshire,  on  Sat- 
urday, and  told  him  he  had  $100,  and  requested  him  to  wait 
till  he  could  go  to  Booth's  and  get  the  balance,  Philander  went 
to  Canandaigua,  took  counsel^  and  was  advised  that  he  had  a 
right  to  take  the  horses  and  sell  them.  He  did  not  return  till 
dark,  and  about  eight  o'clock  he  went  to  Stephen's  and  asked 
him  if  he  did  not  want  to  buy  Pratt's  horses  at  the  sum  due 
on  the  mortgage,  $165  and  some  cents.  He  told  Stephen  that 
Pratt  had  agreed  to  bring  them  or  the  money  at  sundown,  and 
he  had  not  come,  and  he  was  going  to  take  them.  Stephen 
said  he  would  take  them,  if  Philander  would  stand  between  him 
and  aU  harm.  They  went  to  Pratt's  bam,  and  Stephen  said  he 
would  take  them,  that  they  were  cheap  enough  at  that  price-— and 
he  then  took  one  of  the  horses — and  afterwards  took  the  other 
from  Pratt,  as  before  stated  Philander  also  said  they  were  a 
cheap  team,  worth  more  than  the  mortgage,  and,  if  Stephen 
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did  not  buy  them,  he  would  sell  them  to  some  one  else, 
Stephen  paid  nothing  far  them  that  night  Some  time  after- 
wards (Stephen  thinks  it  was  the  next  Monday),  he  gave 
Philander  his  note  for  the  horses,  due  in  sixty  days.  That 
was  torn  up,  and  in  July,  1857,  he  gave  a  new  note,  payable 
the  next  July.  Philander  said  on  the  trial  he  had  "  disposed" 
of  it,  but  in  what  way  he  disposed  of  it  did  not  appear. 
Chamberlain  testified  that,  when  he  asked  Philander  if  he 
claimed  to  have  taken  the  horses,  he  replied  that  if  he  had  not 
he  would,  and  he  then  directed  Stephen  to  take  them.  Cham- 
berlain's son  testified  to  the  same.  After  Stephen  had  taken 
the  horses.  Philander  proposed,  on  certain  conditions,  to  call 
Stephefii  back,  taJce  the  money,  and  give  up  the  horses.  Huntley 
testified  that  when  plaintiff  made  the  tender  at  his  office,  Ste- 
phen did  not  say  much,  but  Philander  said  to  him,  "  I  don't 
want  the  money,  do  you  ?"  and  witness  did  not  hear  Stephen's 
answer,  it  was  so  low.  The  Sunday  after  the  horses  were 
taken,  Stephen  told  Booth,  that  it  was  not  for  him  to  decide 
whether  to  take  the  money  offered  by  Pratt,  he  had  no  auOior- 
iiy  to  do  anything  about  it.  Jn  July,  1857,  Philander  took 
the  horses  to  his  own  farm,  and  used  them ;  and  Stephen  in* 
structed  the  witness  Doolittle  to  say  to  Philander,  in  case  he 
spoke  of  their  being  poor,  that  they  did  not  do  anything  only 
get  the  grain  they  ate.  Philander  took  the  team  again,  in 
December,  1857,  and  kept  and  used  them  till  the  time  of  the 
trial,  in  March,  1858. 

On  this  state  of  facts,  the  referee  held,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
a  right  to  redeem ;  that  the  sale  to  Stephen  was  void ;  that 
the  tender  was  sufficient;  and  that  the  defendants  having  un- 
reasonably refused  it,  they  should  pay  costs.  On  the  coming 
in  of  his  report,  the  court  ordered  that  he  take  proo&,  and 
report  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  horses  since  the  commence-  * 
ment  of  the  action.  The  referee  found  the  value  of  the  use  to 
be  116  dollars  and  25  cents. 

From  the  judgment  entered  on  the  referee's  reports,  the  de- 
fendants appeal  to  the  general  term. 
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Smith  &  JiAPBAJAfattom^s^  and  J.  C.  SiarH^  counadfar 
respondent 

I.  Although  a.mortgagee  of  chattek  acqiuies  an  absolutd 
title  to  them  at  law^  on  a  de&ult  of  payment  at  the  daj,  the 
mortgagor  still  has  a  right  of  redemption  which  a  oonrt  of 
equity  will  enforce.  (2  /Story**  JEj.  Jur.  848,  §  1031 ;  id.  p. 
849, 710^  1,  and  cases  there  cited;  Charier  agt.  Stevens^  8  Den. 
38 ;  Hinman  agt.  Jvdaon^  13  Barb.  629 ;  see  also,  Dane  agt 
Malhry^  16  Barb,  46,  op.  Allen,  3.  p.  50,  and  op.  GridleTi 
J^  on  appeal,  p.  64.)  He  may  redeem  after  the  law  day,  at 
any  time  before  his  rights  are  foreclosed  by  a  scde',  on  the  part 
of  the  mortgagee.  And  reasonable  previous  notice  of  the.  sale 
to  the  mortgagor  is  indispensable.  {Hart  agt.  Ten  JESyck^  2 
Johns.  Ch.  62,  op.  Kekt,  Ch.  100,  and  oases  there  died)  And 
the  sale  mast  be  bona  fide.  (2  Skmfs  Eq.  Jw.  849,  §  1081, 
and  cases  cited  in  note  2.) 

n.  The  sale  to  Stephen  Stiles  was  void. 

1.  The  referee  has  found  that  it  was  collusive,  and,  thare- 
fore,  void,  and  his  decision  on  that  point  is  conclusive,  there 
beiug  abundant  evidence  to  sustain  it. 

2.  There  was  no  previous  notice  of  the  sale.  It  was  made 
while  the  property  was  in  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor. 

8.  The  sale  was  private.  The  terms  of  the  mortgage  only 
authorized  a  jmblic  sale,  in  case  of  default  in  payment  It 
will  be  observed,  that  while  the  mortgage  gave  the  mortgagee 
power  to  sell  "  at  public  or  private  sale,"  in  case  he  should  deem 
himself  insecure  and  unsafe  at  any  time  before  the  day  of  pay- 
ment, it  gave  only  power  "to  sell "  in  case  of  defeult — the 
words  "  at  public  or  private  sale"  being  there  omitted.  The 
words  "  to  sell,"  standing  alone,  should  be  construed  to  mean 
a  public  sale  only,  that  being  the  usual  mode  of  selling  mort- 
•gaged  or  pledged  property,  and  the  only  mode  that  wiU  aeoore 
&ir  competition  and  prevent  a  sacrifice. 

ni.  The  tender  found  by  the  referee  was  sufficient ;  it  ex- 
tinguished the  mortgage,  and  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief 
asked  in  the  complaint 

IV.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs.    Although  the  gener- 
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al  role  ia^  that  a  party,  filing  a  bill  to  redeem,  cannot  recover 
oosts^  there  are  several  circoinstanoes  in  this  case  which  make 
it  an  exception  to  the  rule. 

1«  The  defendants  refused  the  plaintiff's  tender.  U  the 
plaintiff  had  brought  his  suit  without  first  making  a  sufScient 
tender,  a  different  rule  would  have  applied.  {She  agt.  Man* 
haUan  Company^  1  Paige^  48,  statement  o/facts^  51,  op.  Wax> 
WORTH,  Ch.  81 ;  and  cases  there  cited;  BrockwayeLgL  TFcfls,  id. 
617;  Vroom  agt  Ditmas^  4  Paige^  627;  Bartm  agt  Jfay,  8 
Sand/.  Ch.  450,  465-6.) 

2.  There  was  a  fraudulent  combination  between  the  defend- 
ants, to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  rights.  (Henry  agt  Davis, 
7  Johns.  Ch.  40.) 

Y.  The  allowance  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  the  horseSi 
is  proper. 

1.  It  is  objected,  that  this  item  is  not  claimed  in  the  com- 
plaint. The  suit  was  commenced  28d  of  December,  a  few  days 
after  the  tender.  No  such  claim  existed  at  that  time.  The 
claim  is  for  the  use  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit  '  For 
that  reason,  the  referee  properly  declined  to  consider  it  under 
the  first  order  of  reference ;  and  on  the  coming  in  of  his  report 
under  that  order,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  defendants 
had  inequitably  appropriated  to  themselves  the  use  of  the  plain- 
tiff'b  horses,  for  a  period  of  fifteen  months,  since  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  the  court  properly  ordered  the  referee 
to  take  and  state  an  account  of  the  value  of  such  use,  and 
report  it  to  the  court.  The  manner  in  which  the  value  of 
use  was  ascertained  and  allowed  is,  in  all  respects,  equitable 
and  regular.  It  is  in  accordance  with  the  long  established 
practice  of  courts  of  chancery,  in  similar  suits,  respecting  real 
estate,  where  it  is  common  to  refer  to  a  master  to  take  an  ac- 
count of  rents  and  profits  pendente  Ute^  with  a  view  to  charging 
them  to  the  mortgagee.  {Vroom  agt  Ditmas^  4  Paige^  626, 
536 ;  Barton  agt  May,  8  Sand/.  Ch.  450, 466.) 

VL  There  was  no  error  at  the  trial 

VJLL  The  judgment  is  clearly  equitable  in  all  respects.  The 
conduct  of  the  defendants  has  been  unfair  and  oppressive 
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throughout.  The  plaintiff  does  not  get  full  comperLsatioiL  He 
loses  the  interest  on  the  money  in  the  bank.  The  defendants 
get  full  pay  on  the  mortgage.  The  use  of  the  horses  has  been 
worth  to  them  all  it  costs  them,  by  their  own  showing.  They 
lose  nothing  but  the  costs,  which  they  have  occasioned.  The 
judgment  is  not  only  e^uitabl^  but  salutary,  and  ought  to  be 
affirmed. 

Faubot  &  Callisteb,  attorneys^  and  3.  P.  Faubot,  coumsd 
for  appellants* 

This  case  was  tried  before  a  referee,  who  made  a  report  in 
favor  of  the  respondent,  on  the  2d  of  March,  1858.  On  the 
12th  of  April  following,  plaintiff  obtained  an  order  for  the  ref- 
eree to  take  account  of  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  horses,  and 
on  the  Sd  of  May  following  made  a  supplemental  report. 

I.  The  referee  erred  in  deciding  that  the  sale  of  the  horses 
by  the  defendant,  Philander  Stiles,  was  collusive  and  void. 

1.  Both  the  defendants  testify  to  the  sale,  and  their  testi* 
mony  is  not  contradicted.  Theirs  is  the  only  testimony  on 
the  subject,  and  there  is  no  legal  presumption  of  collusion  or 
fraud. 

2.  There  could  be  no  collusion  between  PhUander  and  Ste* 
phen  Stiles  in  the  sale,  as  the  horses,  by  the  forfeiture  of  the 
conditions  of  the  mortgage,  had  become  absolutely  the  property 
of  Philander,  and  he  had  as  much  right  to  sell  them  as  he  had 
any  other  property  of  hia  own.  The  sale  of  the  chattel  mort- 
gage firom  Lucas  to  P.  Stiles  was  equally  as  collusive  and  void 
as  the  sale  to  Stephen.  Lucas  sold  the  mortgage  to  Philander 
Stiles,  because  he  wished  to  get  rid  of  plaintiff;  and  the 
horses  were  sold  to  Stephen,  because  plaintiff  had  put  him  off 
from  time  to  time.  {Langdon  agt.  Buel,  9  Wend.  80 ;  Paiehin 
agt.  Pierce^  12  id.  61 ;  Charier  agt.  Stevens^  8  Den.  SS ;  Ferger* 
son  agt.  Zee,  9  Wend.  258 ;  Dane  agt.  Mallory^  16  Bar.  46.) 

The  referee  should  have  granted  a  nonsuit  on  the  grounds 
of  such  sale. 

n.  The  tender  of  the  money  to  the  defendants  did  not  re- 
invest the  plaintiff  with  the  title  to  the  horses.    It  could  not 
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have  that  effect  had  there  been  no  sale  to  Stephen.    {Gharter 
agt.  /Stetww,  8  Den.  33  ;  Patchin  agt.  Pierce,  12  Wend.  61.) 

Bnt  did  the  tender  avail  the  plaintiff?  It  was  not  kept 
good«  The  bank  where  the  money  was  deposited  feiled  in 
September,  1857,  and  the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  Montague  took  a 
note  from  the  bank  as  security.  Nor  was  the  money  brought 
into  court,  which  is  necessary  to  make  a  tender  good.  (JTori- 
righi  agt.  Oady^  28  Barb.  490 ;  and  cases  there  cited.) 

HE.  If  the  plaintiff  had  any  rights  at  all  after  the  forfeiture 
(assuming  there  was  no  sale  from  Philander  to  Stephen,  of  the 
horses  in  question),  it  was  a  mere  equity,  and  to  be  enforced  in 
equity  as  such,  and  not  as  a  legal  right  {Dane  agt.  Malhry, 
16  BarbouTy  in  the  opinion  of  Justice  Allen,  p.  50) ;  and  if 
the  plaintiff  should  be  allowed  to  redeem,  it  would  be  upon 
the  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  mortgage,  interest,  expenses 
and  costs  of  this  action.  (1  Paige,  48 ;  lid.  617 ;  4  iS.  68 ; 
4  ii  526 ;  5  ia.  9 ;  Weth^al  agt.  Collins,  3  Mad.  255 ;  Detinon 
agt  Gale,  7  Vesey,  583 ;  Loftus  agt.  Swift,  2  Scho.  (kL.6^, 
Bar.  agt  Tel)but,  1  Jacob  <t  Walk.  197.) 

IV.  The  American  doctrine,  in  regard  to  chattel  mortgages, 
bears  some  analogy  to  the  rule  at  common  law  in  its  early  day, 
in  regard  to  land.  That  rule  was,  that  if  the  mortgagor  failed 
to  redeem  on  the  law  daj,  the  conditions  of  the  mortgage  be- 
came forfeited,  and  the  mortgagor  lost  his  lands.  (2  Story* a 
Eg.  Jur.  %  1004.) 

And  after  that  rule  had  become  modified,  so  that  the  mort* 
gagor  was  allowed  to  redeem,  it  was  incumjpent  on  him  to  pay 
all  the  costs,  both  his  own  and  that  of  the  mortgagee.  (3  Dan- 
teVs  Chancery  PI  A  Pr.  1225 ;  id.  1226.) 

Y.  If  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  an  action  to  redeem,  he 
oould  not  be  allowed  for  the  use  of  the  horses,  while  they  were 
in  the  possession  of  the  defendants.  The  defendants  took  pos- 
session of  them  by  virtue  of  the  chattel  mortgage,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  neither  the  possession,  nor  the  right  to  possession 
of  the  horses,  and,  therefore,  could  not  be  allowed  for  the  use 
of  them.    {Dane  agt  MdUory,  16  Barb.  46.) 

Tl.  Again :  It  was  error  to  charge  the  appellant,  Stephen 
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Stiles,  with  their  use,  as  he  wa3  not  a  mortgagee  nor  aseagnee^ 
He  had  possession  by  virtue  of  the  sale  firom  Philander ;  and 
assuming,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  the  sale  to  Stq)b6ii 
was  fraudulent  and  void,  then  Philander  Stiles  alpne.  was  the 
only  person  who  was  responsible  for  their  use. 

VII.  But  the  respondent  did  not  daim  any  compensation  fixr 
the  use  of  the  horses,  in  his  complaint.  It  was  uot  insisted  on 
at  the  trial,  nor  was  it  part  of  the  issue  agreed  upcm  betwe^ 
the  parties,  to  be  referred  to  the  said  refbree,  and  the  ord^r  ob- 
tained by  the  respondent,  to  have  the  referee  report'the  value 
of  their  use,  was  without  authority  and  void ;  therrfore,  the 
objections  taken  to  the  testimony,  as  to  the  value  of  the  uae^ 
on  the  grounds  stated  by  defendants  on  the  trial,  were  well 
taken. 

YIII.  A  chattel  mortgage  transfers  to  the  mortgagee  the 
fjohole  legal  title  to  the  thing  mortgaged,  subject  only  to  be  de- 
feated by  the  performance  of  the  condition.    (JButler  agt  J/iZZer, 

1  Comstock's  Sep.  496,  497,  500.) 

A  mortgagee  of  personal  property,  upon  the  fisdlujpe  of  flie 
mortgagor  to  perform  the  condition  of  the  mortgage,. acqtiiies 
an  ahsoluie  title  to  the  chattel.    (8  John.  i2.  96 ;  7  Cow.  R  290; 

2  Wend.  596;  9  if.  80;  12  id.  6l\  1  HiU,  473.) 

The  legal  title  to  personal  chattels  mortgaged  becomes  ab- 
solute in  the  mortgagee  upon  de&ult,  notwithstanding  the 
mortgage  contains  a  power  of  sale.  {Burdick  agt  McNamee^ 
2  Den.  no.) 

In  regard  to  plaintiffs  attempt  to  show  an  extension  of  time 
to  pay  the  mortg%e,  it  was  a  nudum  pactum^  (12  WencL 
63.) 

rX.  The  conversation  between  plaintiff  and  Chamberlain, 
allowed  by  the  referee  in  the  absence  of  defendant,  in  &lio0 
65,  56,  was  improperly  allowed. 

X.  The  nonsuit  should  have  been  granted  on  the  grounds 
stated. 

XL  The  referee  erred  in  striking  out  the  testimony  of  the 
witness,  John  Freer,  and  in  sustaining  plaintiff's  objection,  as 
to  plaintiffs  attempting  to  secrete  the  horses  in  question,  be- 
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fore  they  were  taken,  in  order  to  defraud  defendants.  The 
referee  also  erred  in  maintaining  plaintiff's  objection  to  defend- 
ants' offer  to  show  plaintiff's  attempt  to  conceal  said  horses. 
I  Xn.  The  order  of  reference  orders  the  referee  "  to  take 
proofe  and  account  of  the  use  of  the'  horses  mentioned  in  the 
complaint,  since  the  defendants  came  in  possession  of  thenii 
and  to  report  the  value  of  such  use." 

By  the  court — ^E.  Darwik  SMrrn,  Justice.  The  decisioD 
of  the  refSree,  that  the  mortgagor  was  entitled  to  redeem,  was 
clearly  right.  Though  the  mortgagee  has  the  legal  title  and 
the  law  day  has  passed  for  the  payment  of  the  money  specified 
in  the  mortgage,  yet,  until  foreclosure  or  sale,  the  right  of  re- 
demption clearly  exists  in  equity.  K  the  mortgagee  sells  ihe 
property,  he  will  be  liable  to  refund  the  excess  over  the  mort- 
gage debt  to  the  mortgagor.  (8  Demo^  83;  18  Barb.  630 ;  2 
SUyn/s  EquUy,  §  1081.) 

But  the  bill  to  redeem  must  be  brought  within  a  reasonable 
time.  (1  Vesey^  278;  2  Johns.  Ch.  100.)  No  error,  I  think, 
was  committed  by  the  referee  on  the  trial  or  decision  of  the 
cause.  The  question  of  costs  was  within  his  discretion,  and  I 
think  it  was  rightly  disposed  of  by  him.  The  entbe  difficulty 
in  the  case,  as  now  presented  to  the  court,  arises  from  the  pro- 
ceedings subsequent  to  the  decision  and  report  of  the  referee, 
upon  the  merits.  The  whole  action  and  all  the  issues  therein 
were  referred  to  the  referee  for  trial.  He  tried  the  cause  upon 
the  issues  presented,  and  determined  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  redeem,  and  ascertained  and  declared  the  amount  he 
should  pay  to  perfect  such  redemption,  and  decided  tb  at  the 
plaintiff  should  recover  the  costs  of  the  suit,  and  made  and 
signed  and  delivered  his  report,  directing  final  judgment 
This  terminated  the  jurisdiction  and  powers  of  the  referee. 

After  he  had  so  made  and  delivered  his  report,  the  plaintiff 
applied  to  the  court,  at  special  term,  upon  notice  and  upon  an 
affidavit,  simply  setting  out  ihatthe  referee  had  made  his  report, 
and  that  it  appeared,  on  the  trial,  that  the  defendants  had  had 
the  possession  and  use  of  the  horses  named  in  the  complaint. 
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since  the  action  was  commenced,  that  the  referee  had  charged 
the  plaintiff  with  interest  on  the  mortgage  debt,  but  had  not 
allowed  anything  or  provided  any  allowance  for  the  use  of  the 
horses,  and  obtained  an  order  referring  it  back  to  the  referee, 
to  take  an  account  of  the  reasonable  value  of  the  use  of  the 
horses  in  question,  jfrom  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action. 

Such  order  was  executed,  and  the  case  on  this  appeal  con- 
tains the  proceedings  and  evidence  upon  such  reference.    The 
referee  made  a  second  report,  in  pursuance  of  such  order,  and 
final  judgment  was  entered  up,  upon  his  direction  contained  • 
in  the  two  reports,  and  in  conformity  therewith. 

The  appeal  from  the  judgment  necessarily  brings  up  for  re- 
view the  whole  proceedings  before  the  referee,  and  everything 
which  has  entered  into  or  formed  part  of  the  judgment.    And . 
the  defendants'  exceptions  are  sufficiently  broad  to  cover  all 
the  questions  relating  to  such  proceedings. 

The  right  to  redeem  personal  property,  as  much  as  real  es- 
tate, carries  with  it  the  right  to  have  an  account  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  property  while  the  mortgagee 
has  been  in  possession,  and  pending  the  litigation  up  to  the 
time  of  making  the  final  decree.  If  this  were  not  so,  this  right 
of  redemption  would,  in  most  cases,  prove  a  very  barren  right. 
The  claim  to  redeem  Would  be,  in  many  cases,  entirely  de- 
feated by  a  protracted  litigation,  if  the  law  were  otherwise. 

The  right  to  have  such  an  accounting,  in  respect  to  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  premises  or  property,  is  incident 
to  the  right  of  redemption,  and  is  part  of  the  relief  ordinarily 
given  in  such  cases.  It  was  within  the  scope  of  the  duties  of 
the  referee  to  take  such  an  accounting  before  the  making  the 
final  decree.  It  was  part  of  the  proceedings  pertaining  to  the 
trial  of  the  main  issues  before  him,  and  essential  to  enable  the 
referee  to  do  complete  justice  to  the  parties.  If  this  case  had 
been  tried  by  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court  at  special  term, 
I  think,  where  the  cause  had  so  far  proceeded  that  the  judge 
was  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  redeem,  he  would 
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have  made  an  interlocutory  order  or  decree  to  that  effect,  and 
referred  it  to  a  referee  to  take  and  state  an  account  of  the 
amoont  due  the  mortgagor  upon  the  original  indebtedness,  and 
an  aocoimt  of  the  use  and  profits  of  the  property  since  the 
mortgagee  took  possession  thereof.  On  the  coming  in  of  the 
referee's  report  upon  these  matters,  a  final  decree  or  judgment 
would  have  been  ordered. 

The  difficulty  in  cases  like  the  present,  where  the  whole 
issues  are  referred  to  a  referee,  is  to  determine  the  manner  in 
which  he  should  proceed.  In  Palmer  agt.  Palmer  (13  How. 
363),  we  held  that  it  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  referee, 
and  within  his  powers  in  a  case  in  principle  like  this,  to  deter- 
mine how  he  would  conduct  the  trial. 

In  that  case,  which  was  a  case  of  partnership,  I  suggested 
that  the  referee  might  make  a  special  or  separate  report  upon 
the  main  issue  before  taking  the  account.  In  this  case,  when 
he  had  determined  that  the  plaintiff,  was  entitled  to  redeem,  I 
think  he  might  have  announced  it,  and  that  it  would  have  been 
proper  practice  for  him  to  have  done  so,  and  then,  upon  proper 
notice  to  the  parties,  to  have  proceeded  to  take  the  account  in 
regard  to  the  use  and  profits  of  the  horses,  and  report  what  was 
due  plaintiff  and  determine  upon  the  whole  account  what  was 
justly  and  equitably  du^  to  the  defendants  or  to  either  of  them 
upon  such  redemption,  over  and  above  a  just  allowance  for  the 
use  of  the  horses.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  referee  was 
asked  to  take  any  such  account.  The  plaintiff,  I  think,  should 
have  offered  this  proof,  and^  if  the  referee  had  refused  to  take 
it,  it  would  have  been  a  good  ground  of  exception. 

Not  having  made  any  such  offer  or  request,  and  having 
gone  through  with  the  trial,  and  taken  the  referee's  report 
npon  the  issues  referred,  I  do  not  see  any  way  in  which  the 
questipn  can  regularly  be  raised,  except  upon  an  application 
for  a  new  trial.  The  report  of  the  referee  upon  the  whole  case 
stands  as  the  judgment  of  the  court  It  must  be  reviewed  upon 
exceptions,  like  any  decision  of  the  court,  at  the  circuit  or 
special  term,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause.  The  court,  doubtless,  had 
the  power  to  set  it  aside  for  any  irregularity,  or  to  open  the 
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case  for  retrial  before  the  referee,  on  the  grouiid  of  snrpiiae, 
mistake  or  newly  diflcorered  evidence.  This  is  the  only  mode 
in  which  the  omission  of  the  leferee,  to  take  the  aoooont  of  tlid 
nse  and  value  of  the  horses,  can  now  be  rectified.  The  ordef 
of  the  court,  leferringit  back  to  the  referee  to  take  such  an  ao- 
cotmt,  I  think,  was  an  irregularity.  The  whole  case  must  be 
opened  for  retrial  before  the  referee,  upon  a  proper  proceeffing, 
on  application  to  the  court  for  that  purpose.  If  the  plaintiff 
seeks  to  remedy  the  omission  of  the  referee  to  take  an  acooimt 
of  the  profits,  &c.,  before  the  making  of  his  original  report,  I 
can  see  no  warrant  for  the  course  of  proceeding  adopted  in  this 
case,  and  think  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  all 
proceedings  since  the  original  report  of  the  referee,  made  on 
the  29th  of  March,  1858,  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  make  such  application  to  the  court  for  relief  as  he 
may  be  advised.  The  question  of  costs  should  be  also  re- 
served, to  be  disposed  of  by  the  court  upon  any  sucb  applica- 
tion, if  one  is  made. 
Judgment  reversed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  agt.  PBuINcis  Didien. 

The  coDstitation  declares  that  "  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital 
or  otherwise  infamous  crimfl^  unless  on  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  gnmd 
jmy." 

The  defendant  was  indicted  for  the  crime  of  arson  in  the  first  degree— charged 
with  setting  fire,  in  the  nighttime,  to  an  mhabited  dwelUng-hoosei  the  prop- 
erty ot,  &c.,  the  penalty  for  which  is  death.  On  the  trial,  the  proof  established 
only  the  crime  of  arson  in  the  VUrd  degree— the  burning  of  the  goods  and  fo^ 
niture  in  the  building,  with  intent  to  prejudice  the  insurance  company. 

The  question  was,  whether,  if  the  legislature  had  power  to  classify  offences  diffe^ 
ent  in  their  nature,  under  one  general  head,  and  to  designate  them,  however 
unlike,  as  different  degrees  of  the  same  offence^  they  had  power  to  deprive  the 
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aeoQied  pftity  ^  a  proper  t^^ec^kaikm  in  adyanoe  of  the  matten  alleged 
agaixifit  him  ? 
Htldf  that  the  defendant,  being  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  law  (which  is 
constitational),  was  botmd  to  take  noiioe  that  the  crime  of  arson  was  t>f  differ- 
ent degrees ;  that  tmder  an  indictment  for  a  higher  he  nii|^t  be  finxad  guilfy 
of  a  lower  degree  of  the  same  crime  nnder  the  statute. 

New-Torh  General  Term,  FAruary,  1859. 

Bejbre  Boossyelt,  Davies  and  Olebsib,  Justicea. 

By  the  court— Roosevelt,  Justice.  The  prisoner,  Didien, 
was  convicted,  in  the  court  of  general  sessions^  of  the  crime  of 
arson  in  the  third  degree,  "  for  burning  his  property  with  in- 
tent to  prejudice  the  insurance  company."  A  bill  of  excep- 
tions was  taken  by  his  counsel,  and  returned  with  the  proceed- 
ings to  the  supreme  court.  The  prisoner  insists,  and  it  is  the 
main  point  relied  on,  that  the  indictment  which  he  was  called 
upon  to  answer  did  not  charge  him  with  the  offence  of  which 
he  was  found  guilty,  and  that  he  was  virtually  convicted,  there-, 
fore,  without  being  indicted ;  while  the  constitution  declares 
that  "  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  other- 
wise infamous  crime,  unless  on  presentment  or  indictment  of 
a  grand  jury." 

The  offence  charged,  it  appears,  was  setting  fire,  in  the  night- 
time, to  an  inhabited  dwelling-house,  the  property  "  of  Amelia 
Asselin,"  the  penalty  for  which  is  death.  On  the  trial,  the 
district  attorney  admitted  that  the  proof,  although  sufficient  to 
establish  the  burning  of  the  goods,  was  insufficient  to  show  that 
any  portion  of  the  building  was  burnt.  He  claimed,  however, 
and  the  court  so  held,,  that  the  prisoner,  having  been  charged 
with  a  higher,  might,  notwithstanding,  be  convicted,  not  of  a 
lesser  offence,  but  of  a  lesser  degree  of  the  «amc  offence.  And 
if  the  statute,  in  relation  to  offences  "  of  different  degrees,"  is 
in  that  respect  constitutional,  such  would  seem  to  be  the  inevi** 
table  result 

Arson  in  all  its  grades,  whatever  may  before  have  been  its 
common  law  character,  is  now  a  statutory  offence,  and  "  all  the 
common  law  punishments,"  formerly  applicable  to  it,  are  ex- 
pressly "  prohibited."  (2  R.  S.  701,  §  17.)  It  is  declared  by 
Tou  XVn.  15 
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the  Statute  to  be  an  offence  of  four  degrees;  the  fizst  oapitd, 
the  other  three  subject  only  to  imprisonment  The  first  de- 
gree, it  is  admitted,  corresponds  with  the  charge  in  the  present 
indictment,  and  the  third  degree  with  the  offence  aotoally 
established.    {Pdge  667,  §  4.) 

The  crime  chaiged  was  arson,  by  statute,  and  the  crime 
proved  was  arson,  by  statute.  The  essence  of  the  act,  in  either 
case,  was  the  unlawful  setting  fire  to  combustible  materialfl^ 
whether  houses  or  merchandise,  endangering  the  lives  or  pecu- 
niary interests  of  others.  So,  at  least,  the  legislature  have  seen 
fit  to  regard  it.  For,  instead  of  creating  different  crimes^  Aej 
have  divided  the  cases  into  ^^Soreat  degrees  ci  the  same  ciime^ 
declaring  at  the  same  time  that  ^  upon  an  indictment  for  any 
offence,  consisting  of  different  degrees,  as  prescribed  in  ihk 
chapter  (the  different  degrees  of  arson  are  prescribed  in  itX 
the  jury  may  find  the  accused  not  guilty  of  the  offence  m  the 
^kgree  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  may  find  such  accused 
person  guilty  of  any  degree  of  such  offence,  inferior  to  that 
charged  in  the  indictment,  or  of  an  attempi  to  commit  such 
offence." 

It  is  said,  however,  that  even  if  the  legislature  had  power 
to  classify  offences,  different  in  their  nature^  under  one  gen- 
eral head,  and  to  designate  them,  however  unlike,  as  differoit 
degrees  of  the  swme  offence,  yet  they  had  no  power  to  deprive 
the  accused  party  of  a  proper  specification  in  advance  of  the 
matters  alleged  against  him.  But  there  is  an  obvious  answer 
to  this  objection.  The  prisoner,  being  chargeable  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  law,  was  bound  to  take  notice  that  the  crime  of 
arson  was  of  different  degrees :  that  under  an  indictment  fbor 
a  higher,  he  might  be  found  guilty  of  a  lower  degree ;  that^ 
although  charged  with  setting  fire  to  the  building,  he  mi^^t 
be  tried  for  setting  fire  to  the  goods  and  furniture  in  the  build- 
ing, even  if  the  building  itself  (a  very  unlikely  occurrence) 
should  escape  ignition ;  apd  that,  therefore,  he  must  prepare 
himself  to  meet  the  charge  in  all  its  inferior  degrees,  not  ao* 
cording  to  his  own  understanding  of  degrees,  but  according  to 
the  definitions  of  the  legislature,  "  as  prescribed  in  this  chap- 
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ter.**  When,  therefore,  he  was  charged  with  burning  the 
house,  he  knew  that  the  charge  comprehended  that  of  burning 
the  goods  in  the  house.  There  are  grave  objections,  no  doubt, 
to  this  brief  and  even  vague  mode  of  pleading  in  criminal 
cases,  but  I  see  in  them  no  sufficient  warrant  for  declaring  the 
law  which  authorizes  it  void.  Nor  do  I  see  that  any  evil  to 
the  prisoner  has  resulted  in  this  particular  case.  The  building 
in  question,  it  appears,  was  a  four  story  tenement  house,  with 
brick  front  only,  with  fiunilies  on  each  floor.  In  the  prison- 
er's apartment  there  were  a  bed  and  three  trunks  or  boxes.  In 
each  of  these  he  placed  camphene,  which,  on  being  ignited, 
produced  at  first  a  smothered  fire,  but  ultimately  a  flame. 
Such  an  act^  it  would  seem,  was  scarcely  distinguishable  in 
criminality  £ix)m  the  first  degree  of  arson.  It  was  setting  fire 
to  that  which  must  almost  inevitably  result  in  igniting  the 
building.  Indeed,  one  of  the  witnesses  swears  that  he  **  saw 
a  slight  bum  by  the  window  casing,  near  the  floor."  Can  it 
be  contended  that  a  man,  who  deliberately,  in  the  nighttime, 
applies  a  lighted  torch  to  a  bale  of  hay  in  a  wooden  tenement, 
filled  with  human  beings,  is  not  guilty  of  "  setting  fire  "  to  the 
tenement  ?  The  offence,  it  will  be  remembered,  is  not  the 
actual  burning  of  the  dwelling,  but  the  "  setting  fire  to  it'* 

As  to  the  proof  of  insurance  on  the  goods  or  supposed  goods, 
it  would  seem  to  have  been  clearly  admissible  as  showing  frau- 
dulent design  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  or,  in  other  words, 
to  establish  the  allegation  in  the  indictment,  that  the  act  was 
done  "  feloniously,  wilftdly  and  maliciously."  K  the  evidence, 
then,  was  admissible  and  tended  to  convict  the  prisoner  of  the 
first  degree  of  arson,  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  what  ground 
has  he  to  complain  that,  through  the  leniency  of  the  public 
prosecutor,  the  jury  acquitted  him  of  the  offence  in  that  degree^ 
but  fouud  him  guilty  (as  the  statute  expresses  it)  of  a  degree 
of  the  offence  ''  infisiior  to  that  charged." 

Our  decision,  therefore,  is,  that  the  exceptions  taken  at  the 
trial  be  overruled,  and  that  the  proceedings  be  remitted  to  the 
court  in  which  the  trial  was  had,  with  directions  to  proceed 
and  render  judgment  according  to  law. 
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Eli  J,  Blake  agt.  The  Michigan  Southern  and  North 
ERN  Indiana  Railroad  Company. 

Where,  on  oonaolidation,  some  of  the  actions  are  discontinued,  and  only  the  con- 
Bolidated  action  remains,  there  is  no  principle  by  which  the  costs  in  the  discon- 
tinued actions  can  be  included  in  the  consolidated  action,  even  though  it  em- 
brace the  causes  of  action  in  those  discontinued.  Proyi8i<»i  for  such  oosts 
must  be  made  in  the  discontinued  actions  before  ihey  finally  cease  to  en^ 
otherwise  the  party  loses  them  as  against  his  adyersaiy. 

New-  York  General  Term^  September^  1858. 
Present^  Davies,  Sutherland  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  order  at  special  term,  directing  a  readjustment 
of  costs,  on  a  motion  for  consolidation. 

J,  E,  BuRRILLj/w^fath^. 
Chas.  TrjlCYj  for  defendants. 

By  the  court — ^Hogeboom,  Justice.  The  order  made  at 
special  term  should  be  affirmed.  There  is.  but  a  single  suit 
pending,  and  the  costs  of  only  a  single  suit  can  be  included  in 
the  judgment.  It  is  not  the  case  of  several  parties  defending 
by  separate  attorneys  and  having  separate  interests,  in  which 
event  separate  biUs  of  costs  are  sometimes  allowed,  (Cbcfe, 
§  806),  out  one  plaintiff  against  one  defendant,  in  a  single  ac- 
tion. In  such  case  I  do  not  think  the  allowances  authorized 
by  section  807  can  be  repeated.  That  section  makes  a  speci- 
fic allowance  for  particular  services,  which  cannot  be  doubled 
or  trebled,  any  more  than  they  can  be  in  any  other  way 
increased. 

The  other  suits  are  discontinued,  and  only  the  consolidated 
action  remains.  I  know  of  no  principle  by  which  costs,  in  ac- 
tions discontinued,  can  be  included  in  another  action,  even 
though  it  embraces  the  causes  of  action  in  the  first.    Provision 
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for  such  costs  must  be  made  in  the  discontinued  actions  before 
they  finally  cease  to  exist 

Again,  the  object  of  consolidation  is  to  curtail  the  costs,  and 
it  is  commonly,  though  not  always^  ordered  on  account  of  a 
supposed  intention  unnecessarily  to  accumulate  costs  in  the 
first  instance.  It  is,  therefore,  ordinarily  a  judicial  determina- 
tion that  separate  suits  were  originally  instituted,  without  legal 
necessity,  for  an  improper  purpose.  If  special  circumstances 
exist  justifying  a  different  conclusion,  it  is  always  competent 
for  the  court  to  order  the  consolidation  on  terms,  one  of  which 
may  be,  the  saving  to  the  successful  party  of  the  costs  ahready 
incurred  in  the  suits  which  are  to  be  dropped.  And,  I  think, 
the  party  loses  his  costs  as  against  his  adversary,  unless  pro* 
vision  is  thus  made  for  them  in  the  order  of  consolidation,  at 
least,  I  do  not  think  he  can  tax  them  on  the  judgment  in  the 
consolidated  action. 

If  any  of  the  disputed  items  were  to  be  allowed,  I  think  the 
two  extra  allowances  of  $60  each  should  not  be,  but  it  does 
not  seem  to  me  that  any  of  them  can  be  properly  included  in 
this  action. 

The  order  made  at  special  term  should  be  affirmed,  with 
$10  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Junius  S.  Lewis,  respondent,  agt.  Daniel  Dodge  and 
Charles  S.  Babnes,  appellants,  impleaded  with  Wal- 
ter B.  Jones,  Robert  S.  Lane,  The  Mayor,  &a,  of 
the  city  of  New- York,  Thomas  Bell  and  Alfred  G. 
Benson 

Where  a  party,  who  dalma  a  lien  on  a  ftind  for  salvage  servioe,  alleges  that  the 
food  is  in  danger  of  being  lost,  on  account  of  the  irresponsibility  of  the  parties 
having  possession  of  it,  and  also  relief  for  an  equitable  distribution  of  it  among 
parties,  all  performing,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  salvage  service,  he  is  enti- 
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tied  tD  en  ii\|ui>atu»  to  reetnin  any  interlbrenoe  tiierewith  by  other  perttBB 
cUiming  a  lien  thereon  and  poBseaaion  thereof  and  that  the  fimd  be  bnragbt 
into  court  to  abide  the  final  order  thereof  on  the  settlement  of  the  equities  of 
the  respective  claimants. 
fVliether  a  municipal  coxporation  have  a  right  or  not,  under  their  charteTi  to  oon* 
tract  for  the  raising  of  a  sunken  yessel  in  thdr  harbor,  they  have  an  undoubted 
right  to  declare  such  yesael  a  nuisance  and  to  order  it  to  be  removed.  And  the 
power  to  remove  carries  with  it  the  right  to  retain  the  removed  property,  un- 
til compensation  for  the  expense  of  such  removal  can  be  made.  If  ao^  the 
parties  who  bestow  the  principal  labor  in  effecting  this  result  may  be  pro- 
tected, and  are  entitled  to  an  equitable  compensation,  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  for  their  labor  and  expenditures,  although  dispossesaed  by  the  author- 
ity of  the  corporation  before  the  completion  of  the  work. 

New-  York  Oenerai  Term,  Sq>iemberj  1858. 

Preamt^  Daviks,  Suthebland  and  Hogkboom,  Jugtiees. 

This  was  a  suit  in  equity,  to  restrain  the  defendants  firom  re- 
ceiving the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  ship  Joseph  Walker 
and  her  cargo,  and  from  interfering  therewith  further  than  to 
raise  and  phiee  the  same  in  a  safe  and  proper  situation,  and  to 
have  the  same  duly  sold,  on  due  notice,  at  auction,  on  the  cus- 
tomary terms  of  such  sales,  and  to  have  said  proceeds 
brought  into  court,  and  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  other 
parties  to  the  suit  thereto  ascertained,  and  said  proceeds  paid 
out  accordingly,  and  for  general  relief.  The  plaintiff  de- 
manded this  relief  upon  allegations  in  his  complaint,  in  sub- 
stance, that  he  was  part  owner  of  the  said  ship  and  cargo,  that 
she  had  been  injured  by  fire  and  sunk  at  the  foot  of  Roosevelt 
street  in  New- York,  that  the  plaintiff  under  the  authority  of 
the  parties  interested  in  said  ship  and  cargo,  had  been  engaged 
in  raising  and  saving  them,  and  was  to  be  compensated  by  a 
portion  of  the  proceeds ;  that  the  defendants,  Jones,  Dodge  and 
Barnes,  interfered  with  him  while  thus  engaged,  and  com- 
pelled him  to  forbear  the  further  prosecution  of  the  said  work, 
claiming  to  act  under  a  contract  made  with  the  mayor,  alder- 
men and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New- York,  authorissed  by 
the  mayor  or  some  of  the  officers  of  the  corporation ;  that  said 
Jones,  Dodge  and  Barnes  intended  to  sell  said  ship  and  cargo, 
and  appropriate  the  proceeds  to  their  own  use,  which  they  had 
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no  right  to  do;  that  Jomes  was  inaalTenti  and  Dodge  and 
Barnes  sub-contractors  under  him,  in  whose  hands  the  proceeda 
of  said  sale  wotdd  not  be  safe ;  that  the  other  defendants,  Bell^ 
Benson  and  lane,  claimed  to  haye  some  interest  in  said  ship 
and  cargo,  or  their  proceeds,  said  ahip,  cargo  and  proceeds 
being  of  consid^able  value,  and  thereupon  prayed  the  iDJunc* 
tion  and  relief  above  stated.  The  suit  was  commenced  on  or 
about  the  6th  of  September,  1866.  An  ii\junction  order  seems 
to  have  been  issued  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  complaint ; 
a  motion  to  dissolve  the  same  was  denied  on  the  26th  day  of 
February,  1866,  and  the  New- York  Life  Insurance  and  Trust 
Company  appointed  receiver,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  cargo 
ordered  to  be  paid  into  said  company,  to  the  credit  of  the 
cause.  The  ship  itsdf  seems  to  have  b^n  subsequently  libeled 
for  whar&ge,  sold,  and  the  proceeds  paid  into  the  registry  of 
the  district  court  of  the  United  States. 

It  appears  by  the  answer  of  Bell,  that  he  claims  under  a  con- 
tract alleged  to  have  been  made  in  January,  1864,  with  the 
persons  representing  said  ship  and  cargo,  whereby  he  agreed 
to  raise  the  ship  and  cargo,  for  the  compensation  of  seventy- 
five  per  cent  upon  all  he  could  raise,  and  he  alleges  that  after 
commencing  the  work,  and  in  June  of  the  same  year,  he  made 
an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  disposing  of  one-fourth  of  his 
interest  in  said  contract  to  him,  and  further  agreeing  that  three- 
eighths  of  the  proceeds  of  said  ship  and  cargo  should  be  di- 
vided between  said  plaintiff  and  said  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
agreeing  to  raise,  discharge  and  sell  said  ship  and  cargo,  and  to 
pay  said  defendant  the  further  sum  of  $876,  under  which 
agreement,  and  in  no  other  way,  as  this  defendant  ins'ets^  the 
plaintiff's  claim  arose  and  existed. 

It  appears  by  the  answer  of  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  com- 
monalty of  New- York,  that  in  April,  1856,  said  ship  and  cargo 
having  previously  sunk  and  being  liable  to  become  putrid  or 
otherwise  dangerous  to  the  public  health,  the  mayor  and  com- 
missioners of  health  judged  their  removal  necessary,  and  or^ 
dered  such  removal,  and  made  a  contract  with  the  defendant 
Jones,  for  him  to  effect  such  removal  at  a  compensation  of 
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$18^000,  wbicli  they  claim  as  a  lien  upon  said  ship  and  cargo, 
and  the  right  to  recover  the  same  against  the  owners  thereof 
It  appears  by  the  answer  of  Jones  and  Lane,  and  in  part 
also  by  that  of  Dodge  and  Barnes,  that  they  claim  nnder  this 
latter  contract  with  the  corporation  of  New^York,  and  they  al- 
lege, among  other  things,  that  said  ship  and  cargo  haying  by  the 
owners  thereof  been  abandoned  to  the  underwriters,  thedefend- 
ant  Bell  made  an  agreement  with  said  underwriters  to  raise 
and  remove  said  wreck,  that  he  engaged  in  the  work,  and  sub- 
seqaently  employed  the  plaintilBf  to  do  it ;  that  the  latter  prose- 
cuted the  work  to  some  extent,  fishing  up  a  part  of  the  caigo^ 
and  disposing  thereof  for  $3000  to  $4000,  when  he  abandoned 
the  work,  and  sold  and  disposed  of  the  materials  which  he  had 
used  in  attempting  to  raise  the  vessel ;  that  the  ship  remained 
sunk  in  the  slip,  was  a  serious  obstruction  to  navigation,  and 
became  a  public  nuisance,  and  dangerous  to  the  public  health 
by  the  decomposition  of  the  vegetable  substances  which  formed 
a  part  of  its  cargo.  That  thereupon,  and  with  the  assent  of 
the  public  authorities  of  New- York,  the  defendant  Jones  made 
the  contract  for  raising  and  removing  said  vessel,  set  forth  in 
the  answer  of  the  city,  giving  security  for  its  fidthful  perform- 
ance by  him,  said  underwriters  releasing  to  the  said  Jones 
their  rights  and  interests  in  said  ship  and  cargo ;  that  Jones 
entered  upon  the  performance  of  the  work  under  said  contract, 
and  to  that  end,  as  the  answer  of  Jones  and  Lane  allies,  made 
an  agreement  with  the  defendants  Dodge  and  Barnes,  as  sub- 
contractors, to  perform  the  said  work,  and  in  pursuance  there- 
of, the  said  parties  entered  upon  the  said  work  and  continued 
in  the  same  from  said  time  to  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  action.  The  answer  of  Dodge  and  Barnes  sets  forth, 
on  the  other  hand,  that  they  having  successftdly  prosecuted 
said  work  so  far  as  to  raise  the  ship  to  the  surface,  they  were, 
on  the  15th  day  of  October,  1855,  violently  interfered  with  by 
the  defendants,  Jones  and  Lane,  acting  in  concert  with  Fernan- 
do Wood,  mayor  of  New-York,  and  prevented  from  the  fur- 
ther prosecution  of  said  work,  and  dispossessed  of  the  struc- 
tures and  materials  which  they  had  prepared  and  used  in  the 
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peifonnance  of  their  contract,  and  that  said  Jones,  Lane  and 
Wood  still  continue  in  the  forcible  and  unlawful  possession 
of  said  ship,  cargo  and  works,  having  deprived  said  Bodge 
and  Barnes  thereof. 

The  answer  of  Jones  and  Lane  further  alleges,  that  shortly 
after  the  contract  with  Dodge  and  Barnes,  Jones,  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration,  assigned  and  transferred  to  the  defendant. 
Lane,  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  said  contract,  and  in 
said  wreck  and  cargo,  to  the  defendant,  Lane,  who,  it  is  al- 
leged (although  Jones  is  insolvent),  is  solvent  and  abundantly 
able  to  respond  for  the  value  of  said  ship  and  cargo,  and  for 
any  possible  claim  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  Benson  does  not  seem  to  have  put  in  any 
answer,  but  it  appears  from  the  contract  between  Bell  and  the 
plaintiff,  bearing  date  on  the  17th  day  of  June,  1854,  which 
was  introduced  in  evidence,  that  it  recites  that  Bell,  having 
become  the  contractor  to  save  the  ship  Joseph  Walker  and 
cai^,  at  a  salvage  compensation  of  seventy-five  per  cent.,  had 
disposed  of  one-half  of  his  interest  in  said  seventy -five  per  cent 
to  the  defendant  Benson.    It  further  states  the  contract  be- 
tween Bell  and  Lewis,  substantially  as  set  forth  in  the  answer 
of  Bell.    It  fiirther  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  ship  Joseph 
Walker  was  partially  burned,  and  was  sunk  at  the  place  be- 
fore stated,  on  the  25th  of  December,  1853,  and  that  on  the 
7th  of  January,  1854,  the  agents  of  the  ship  and  of  the  under- 
writers made  a  contract  with  Bell  to  raise  the  ship  and  cargo, 
for  seventy -five  per  cent  of  the  net  proceeds  of  all  he  should 
raise.    It  further  appeared  that  Lewis  prosecuted  the  work  of 
raising  the  vessel  under  his  contract  with  Bell,  to  a  considera- 
ble extent,  in  the  autumn  of  1854,  and  there  is  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  about  the  1st  of  January,  1855,  he  discon- 
tinued the  work  and  abandoned  the  enterprise.    On  the  27th 
day  of  April,  1855,  however,  he  made  a  contract  with  one 
James  Condon,  by  which  the  latter  agreed  with  him  to  con- 
tinue the  work  and  raise  the  vessel,  and  Condon  did  some 
work  under  this  contract     On  the  same  day  a  proposition 
was  made  by  the  defendant  Jones,  to  Fernando  Wood,  mayor 
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of  New-York  (there  haying  been  some  preyions  coireepond- 
ence  between  them),  for  the  raising  and  removing  of  sail 
vessel  for  the  sum  of  $18,000,  which  was  accepted  on  the  28th 
of  April,  by  the  mayor,  who,  by  a  resolution  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  health,  passed  on  the  6th  of  May,  1865,  was  author- 
ized, in  coDJ  unction  with  the  street  commisBioner  and  comp- 
troller, to  cause  the  removal  of  said  vessel  and  cargo.  On  the 
4th  day  of  May,  1866,  the  defendant  Jones,  with  sureties  (the 
defendant  Lane  being  one  of  them),  gave  bond  to  the  major, 
in  the  sum  of  $8,000,  for  the  faithful  performance  of  his  con- 
tract to  raise  and  remove  the  wreck  of  the  ship  Joseph  Walkr^r 
from  the  slip  or  wharf  where  she  then  lay.  On  the  9th  of  the 
same  month  (May,  1845),  the  defendant  Jones  contracted 
with  the  defendants  Dodge  and  Barnes  for  the  doing  of  this 
work,  at  a  compensation  of  60  per  cent  upon  the  net  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  vessel  and  her  appurtenances,  and  62^  per 
cent  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  cargo,  the  work  to  be  com- 
pleted within  ninety  days.  In  pursuance  of  this  contract, 
Dodge  and  Barnes,  soon  afler  in  the  same  month,  proceeded 
in  the  performance  of  the  work  and  continued  for  about  six 
months,  expending  about  $9,000  in  raising  the  wreck,  and 
succeeding  in  raising  her  and  floating  her  to  the  Atlantio 
docks.  The  plaintiff  gave  them  notice  not  to  sell  and  threat- 
ened them  with  an  injunction.  There  was  evidence  .tending 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  present  during  the  performance 
of  a  part  of  the  work  done  by  Dodge  and  Barnes,  and  made  no 
objections  to  their  proceeding. 

The  defendants  Dodge  and  Barnes  moved,  both  at  the  dose 
of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  whole 
testimony,  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  the  motion 
being  in  each  instance  denied,  and  the  defendants  excepted. 
They  also  objected  that  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo  were 
necessary  parties  to  the  action.  The  court  overruled  the  ob- 
jection, and  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  cause  having  been  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  Dayiks 
without  a  jury,  he  found  the  facts,  in  regard  to  the  several 
contracts,  substantially  as  above  stated ;  also,  that  the  plaintiff 
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entered  upon  the  work  of  raising  the  wreck  under  iis  contract 
with  Bell,  and  wafi  proceeding  therewith  until  dispoeseBsed  by 
the  defendant  Joned,  aided  by  Fernando  Wood,  mayor,  and  a 
police  force  acting  under  his  orders,  and  was  thus  prevented 
from  going  on  under  his  contract,  and  that  the  defendants 
Dodge  and  Barnes,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
were  also  dispossessed  by  the  defendants  Jones  and  Lane,  act- 
ing in  concert  with  the  mayor,  said  Jones  and  Lane  coming 
into  possession  and  proceeding  to  take  out  the  cargo  and  being 
about  to  dispose  thereof,  and  to  appropriate  the  proceeds  to 
their  own  use.  And  he  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfolly 
in  possession  when  dispossessed,  and  together  wjth  the  defend- 
ants Bell  and  Benson  had  a  lien  on  the  ship,  ioargo  and  pro- 
ceeds, and  had  a  right  to  retain  possession  and  be  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds.  That  the  defendants  Jones,  Lane,  Dodge  and 
Barnes  had  none  of  them  a  right  to  the  possession  of  the  ship 
or  cargo,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  or  to  compensation  out  of 
said  proceeds,  for  their  labor  and  expenses ;  that  Jones  and 
Wood  unlawfully  took  possession,  and  that  the  contract  be- 
tween them  was  illegal  and  void ;  that  there  was  danger  that 
the  ship  and  cargo  would  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  paid  over 
to  Jones,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  and  be  lost ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an. injunction  restraining  them 
from  receiving  said  proceeds,  and  to  have  them  paid  over  to 
him  and  said  Bell. 

On  the  23d  day  of  October,  1856,  judgment  was  entered 
in  accordance  with  this  decision,  which  judgment  forther 
directed  a  perpetual  injunction  against  all  the  defendants 
(except  Bell  and  Benson),  from  receiving  any  of  the  proceeds. 
That  Lewis,  Bell  and  Benson  were  entitled  to  be  paid  seventy- 
five  per  cent,  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  ship  and 
cargo,  for  their  work  and  expenditures,  and  to  recover  the 
whole  proceeds,  subject  to  adjustment  with  the  owners  of  the 
ship  and  cargo,  or  their  assigns,  and  that  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  the  costs  of  the  action  against  all  the  defendants,  ex- 
cept Bell  and  Benson,  the  same  being  adjusted  at  the  sum  of 
§217.10.    The  defendants  Dodge  and  Barnes  duly  and  speci- 
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flcally  excepted  to  the  finding  of  the  judge  on  the  Acts,  and  to 
his  conclusions  of  law,  and  to  the  judgment  as  entered,  and  ap- 
pealed to  this  court  therefirom.  The  other  defendants  seem  to 
have  acquiesced  in  the  judgment 

P,  B.  CTJTFLSQjJbrtheappenanta. 
Q.  C.  Qoi)l>Aia)fJbr  the  respondent 

By  the  court — ^Hogeboom,  Justice.  I  think  the  learned 
judge  who  disposed  of  this  case  in  the  court  below  has  inad- 
vertently fallen  into  some  errors  in  the  disposition  thereof 
which  require  correction, 

1.  I  have  had  some  difficulty  upon  the  question  whether  the 
action  was  sustainable  at  all,  but,  upon  the  whole,  I  think  it 
was  so,  as  to  the  injunction,  upon  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, of  the  danger  of  the  &nd  on  account  of  the  alleged  irre< 
sponsibility  of  the  parties  having  possession  of  it,  and  also  as 
to  the  relief  for  an  equitable  distribution  of  the  proceeds 
among  parties,  all  performing,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent^  a 
salvage  service. 

2.  As  to  the  objection  that  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo 
should  have  been  parties  to  the  action,  the  appellants,  not  bar- 
ing  taken  the  same  by  demurrer  or  answer,  are  not  in  a  situa- 
tion to  avail  themselves  of  it.  (Cbcfe,  §  148.)  The  proof  also 
would  seem  to  show,  that  the  agreement  with  Bell,  to  pay 
seventy -five  per  cent  of  the  proceeds  as  his  compensation  for 
his  services  and  expenditures,  was  made  in  behalf  of  the  own- 
ers of  the  ship  as  well  as  the  underwriters.  The  matter,  there- 
fore, seems  open  for  adjudication,  as  to  the  disposition  of  the 
proceeds. 

8.  But,  I  think  the  appellants  were  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion, and  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property  reclaimed.  The 
service  they  performed  was  essentially  a  salvage  service,  and 
it  contributed  materially  to  the  rescue  of  the  property.  It  is 
true,  that  they  proceeded  under  a  contract  with  Jones,  who 
derived  his  power  to  act  fix)m  the  city  authorities,  and  that  the 
agreement  between  the  latter  and  Jones  has  been  declared  void 

I 
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in  the  court  below.  I  do  not  think  the  want  of  power  in  the 
city  authorities  to  act  by  any  means  apparent,  although  I  have 
not  consulted  the  provisions  of  the  city  charter  which  the  con- 
tract referred  to  is  said  to  violate.  If  the  wreck  was  a  nuisance 
(and  such  they  declared  it  in  effect  to  be),  and  dangerous  to 
the  health  of  the  inhabitants,  I  do  not  see  why  they  could  not 
order  it  to  be  removed.  {Hart  agt.  Mayor  of  Albany,  9  Wend. 
571 ;  Henwtck  agt.  Morris,  8  Hill,  621  ]  S.  0,7  HiU,  575.)  I 
incline  to  think  the  power  to  remove  carried  with  it  the  right 
to  retain  the  removed  property,  until  compensation  for  the  ex- 
pense of  removal  was  made ;  and,  if  so,  the  parties  who  be- 
stowed the  principal  labor  in  effecting  this  result  ought  to  be 
protected.  But,  I  think  the  appellants'  claim  may  be  sup- 
ported upon  another  ground,  to  wit :  that  they  acted  in  fur- 
therance of  the  precise  object  sought  to  be  accomplished  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  with  his  consent,  express  or  implied.  There 
is  some  reason  for  saying  that  the  plaintiff  had  abandoned  the 
enterprise ;  he  left  the  work,  he  engaged  in  other  business,  he 
absented  himself  &om  the  city,  and  he  sold  the  materials  and 
motive  power  which  he  had  used  in  the  abortive  attempt  to 
raise  the  vessel.  Whether  he  designed  to  return  to  it  or  not, 
the  public  and  the  appellants  might  well  conclude  that  he  had 
given  up  the  job  as  not  remunerative,  or  as  incapable  of  accom- 
plishment. The  appellants  undertake  it,  the  plaintiff  looks  on, 
makes  no  objection,  rather  encourages  them  than  otherwise, 
and,  at  all  events,  suffers  them  to  proceed,  and  I  think  pur 
posely  with  the  view  of  afterwards  availing  himself  of  iheir  la- 
bor. He  commences  this  action,  not  with  the  view  of  inter- 
rupting the  work,  but  to  prevent  a  sale  and  appropriation  of 
the  proceeds,  except  under  the  order  of  the  court,  and  in  a 
manner  which  shall  protect  the  rights  of  all  parties  interested. 
He  does  not  pray  in  his  complaint  for  an  absolute  injunction, 
but  on  his  own  motion  qualifies  it,  by  allowing  the  defendants 
to  raise  the  vessel  and  cargo,  and  place  them  in  a  safe  and 
proper  situation,  and  thus  the  defendants'  work  is  allowed  to 
proceed,  with  his  own  sanction  and  that  of  the  court  Indeed, 
his  complaint  seems  plainly  to  have  been  framed  upon  the 
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theory  that  oiheiB  than  himself  were  inteiested  in  the  piooeedfl, 
and  he,  therefore,  prays  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  may  be 
brought  into  courts  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  atdt  thereto 
judicially  ascertained,  and  the  proceeds  paid  out  accordingly. 
I  feel  at  liberty,  therefore,  to  conclude,  that  the  appellants  are 
entitled  to  an  equitable  compensation  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  for  their  labor  and  expenditures.  These  have  been 
considerable,  are  sworn  to  exceed  $9,-000,  and  I  think  otight 
to  be  protected. 

There  is  no  sufficient  evidence  before  the  court  to  determine 
the  precise  value  of  this  labor,  nor  the  precise  amount  of  these 
expenditures,  either  as  made  and  incurred  by  the  appellants, 
or  by  the  plaiutiJBf  and  Bell  and  Benson.  I  think  they  are  all 
equitable  liens  upon  the  fund,  and  all  deserving  of  remunera- 
tion. Nor  is  there,  that  I  can  discover,  any  evidence  of  the 
amount  for  which  the  vessel  was  sold  under  the  libel  for 
wharfage,  or  what  are  the  net  proceeds  remaining  in  the  dis- 
trict  court  of  the  United  States.  Nor  does  it  appear  whether 
the  cargo  has  been  sold,  or  in  what  condition  it  remains. 
Upon  these  points  I  think  there  should  be  a  reference,  to  asce^ 
tain  the  facts,  and  the  referee  should  be  instructed  to  charge 
the  parties,  respectively,  with  any  amounts  they  have  realized 
fix>m  the  ship  and  cargo,  or  their  proceeda 

Nor,  as  at  present  advised,  do  I  think  it  a  proper  case  to  charge 
the  appellants  with  the  plaintiff's  costs  of  the  litigation.  I  in- 
cline to  think  the  costs  both  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  appellants 
are  a  proper  charge  upon  the  fund,  but  my  impression  is,  that 
that  question  had  better  be  left  until  the  coming  in  of  the  re- 
port of  the  referee. 

So  &r,  therefore,  as  the  judgment  appealed  from  fixes  the 
amount  to  which  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  Bell  and 
Benson  are  entitled,  or  have  a  lien,  and  allows  the  residue  of 
the  proceeds  of  sale  to  pass  into  their  hands,  and  declares  that 
the  appellants  are  entitled  to  no  part  thereof,  and  awards  a 
perpetual  injunction  against  them,  forbidding  them  to.  collect 
or  receive  any  portion  thereof  and  chai^ges  them  with  the 
plaintiff's  costs  of  the  litigation,  I  think  it  should  be  reversed, 
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moA  a  jtdgment  entered  to  carry  out  the  foregoing  suggeetionSy 
and  awarding  a  reference  (tlie  form  whereof  to  be  setfied  by 
one  of  the  jnaticcB  of  this  court),  to  inquire  into  and  ascertain 
the  particulars  before  mentioned,  and  reserving  the  question 
of  costs,  and  all  other  questions,  until  the  coming  in  of  the 
referee's  report 


SUPKEMB  OOUBT. 
John  C.  Lattin  agt  Miohaibl  McOabtt  and  others. 

Sveiy  complaint  considered  as  ft  single  ooont  shoold  present  a  mngle  canae  of 
action.  If  a  plaintiff  has  different  causes  of  action  which  may  be- joined,  they 
muat  be  presented  aa  in  separate  oonntSi  each  of  which  must  be  good  of  itself 
and  stand  by  itself!  and  be  separately  stated. 

A  demnirer  will  lie  for  muUi/ariousness  in  a  complaint  Bat  where  several  causes 
of  action,  which  may  be  joined,  are  set  out  in  a  complaint  without  being  sepa- 
ntelj  stated,  the  remedy  is  by  moUon  and  not  by  demurrer.  Duplicity,  m  such 
oaaes,  not  bemg  a  ground  of  demurrer. 

A  demurrer  is  the  proper  remedy  where  seyeral  causes  of  action  have  been  im- 
properly jomed. 

Two  caofles  of  action  cannot  be  joined  in  the  same  complaint,  where  one  of  them 
woold  have  been  ^ectmmt  under  the  former  names  of  actions,  and  the  other  a 
mtU  im  eqiaifff  and  the  compLaiut  asking  both  legal  and  equitable  relief 

The  legislature^  by  the  passage  of  section  167  of  the  Code^  never  intended  to  turn 
civil  actions  into  hotchpotch,  or  to  bring  all  kinds  of  oontrovenies  between 
parties  into  a  single  suit 

December  Oeneral  Term^  1868. 
PreaerUy  Welles,  Smith  and  Johnson,  Juatioea. 
Appeal  from  judgment  at  special  term,  ordered  upon  mo- 
tion for  the  Mvolousness  of  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 
The  &cts  sufficientiy  appear  in  the  opinion* 

W.  T.  W0RDEN,y&r  appeUanL 
James  R  Cox,  f)r  respondent. 
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By  the  court— E.  Dabwin  Smith,  Jostioe.  Whether  the 
demurrer  in  this  case  is  well  or  ill  taken,  depends  upon  the 
question  whether  the  case  presents  a  single  cause  of  action,  or 
two  independent  and  irrelevant  causes  of  action.  A  deIn1l^ 
rer  will  lie  for  multifariousness  in  a  complaint  (/SfanTumiagt 
Mattice,  7  How,  4;  Maxwell  agt  Famam^  id.  286;  6"%  agt 
Hudson  River  Railroad  Cb,  8  ii  177.) 

Every  complaint,  considered  as  a  single  count,  should  pie* 
sent  a  single  cause  of  action.  K  a  plaintiff  has  different  oanBCB 
of  action,  which  may  be  joined,  they  must  be  presented  as  in 
separate  counts,  each  of  which  must  be  good  of  itself^  and  stand 
by  itself,  and  be  separately  stated.    {Ssction  167  of  Code) 

K  several  causes  of  action,  which  may  be  joined,  are  set  out 
in  a  complaint  without  being  separately  stated,  the  remedy  is 
by  motion  and  not  by  demurrer.  Duplicity,  in  such  cases,  not 
being  a  ground  of  demurrer.  (  Welles  agt  Webster^  9  How.  263; 
Gooding  agt  McAUisier^  id  128 ;  Moore  agt  Smithy  10  Bmo. 
861.)   . 

But  the  Code  {section  144,  subdivision  6)  gives  the  right  to 
demur  when  '*  several  causes  of  action  have  been  impiopedy 
joined." 

This  is  one  of  the  grounds  of  demurrer  specified  in  this  casa 
The  claim  of  the  defendant's  counsel  is,  that  two  causes  of  ac- 
tion, one  of  which  would  have  been  ejectment,  under  the  former 
names  of  actions,  and  one  a  suit  in  equity,  are  united  in  the 
same  complaint  If  this  be  so,  I  do  not  see  why  the  demuirer 
is  not  well  taken.  A  party  has  a  right  to  state  his  case,  and 
ask  for  such  relief  as  he  thinks  he  is  entitled  to,  and  if  he  states 
a  single  cause  of  action,  and  is  entitled  to  relief  I  think  it  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  give  appropriate  relict  I  do  not  think  a 
party,  having  a  good  cause  of  action,  is  to  be  turned  out  of 
court  for  any  mi^itake  in  the  summons,  or  in  his  prayer  for  re- 
lief. Both  may  be  amended,  if  need  be,  in  fdrtheranoe  of  jnfr 
tice,  and  to  give  effect  to  the  real  rights  of  the  parties. 

But  legal  and  equitable  rights  and  remedies  are  substanti- 
ally different  The  one  presents  an  issue  for  trial  by  a  juiyi 
at  the  circuit ;  the  other,  issues  to  be  tried  by  the  court  at 
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special  term.  One  seeks  daifiages,tlie  other  relief  in  rem.  One 
asks  a  general  verdict  of  a  jury,  the  other  a  decree  appropriate 
to  the  particular  fiacts  of  the  case.  A  complaint,  asking  for 
legal  and  equitable  relief,  presents  a  case  requiring  different 
modes  and  places  of  trial  But  notwithstanding  this  intrinsic 
discordancy  between  legal  and  equitable  remedies,  the  legisla- 
ture has  determined  that  legal  and  equitable  causes  of  action 
may  be  joined  in  certain  cases. 

Section  167  provides  that  "  the  plaintiff  may  unite  in  the 
same  complaint  several  causes  of  action,  whether  they  be  such 
as  have  been  heretofore  denominated  legal  and  equitable  or 
both,  when  they  all  arise  out  of  the  same  transaction  or  trans- 
actions connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action." 

I  do  not  think  the  legislature  intended  by  this  section  to 
turn  dvil  actions  into  hotchpotch,  or  that  they  designed  to 
bring  all  kinds  of  controversies  between  parties  into  a  single 
suit  I  doubt  whether  anything  more  was  really  intended  by 
this  portion  of  the  section,  than  to  require  the  courts -to  give 
complete  relief  to  a  party  upon  his  whole  case,  stating  a  single 
transaction,  whether  such  relief  was  in  whole  or  in  part  in  the 
nature  of  a  legal  or  equitable  right. 

But  if  anything  more  was  intended,  as  the  right  to  nnite  the 
two  causes  of  action  is  made  to  depend  upon  their  arising  out 
of  the  same  transaction  or  transactions  connected  with  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  give  effect  to  the  stat- 
ute, in  cases  where  a  legal  and  equitable  cause  of  action  arc 
found  distinctly  and  independently  to  arise  out  of  the  same  trans- 
action, that  they  be  separately  and  concurrently  enforced. 
Such  cases  may  possibly  arise  where  a  party  may  be  entitled  to 
legal  redress  and  equitable  relief,  upon  the  same  contract  or 
growing  out  of  the  same  transaction,  and  where  perhaps  a 
court  of  equity  could  not  give  complete  relief  in  a  single  action. 

But  I  can  hardly  imagine  a  case  of  this  kind,  where  a  court 
of  equity,  having  original  jurisdiction,  may  not  retain  it  to  give 
fall  and  complete  relief  independently  of  this  provision  of  the 
statute.  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  sets  out,  in  the  first  four 
fblios  of  his  complaint,  a  complete  legal  title  to  the  premises 
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in  question,  and  this  part  of  the  complaint  concludes  as  fol- 
lows :  "  And  the  plaintiff  is  now  and  since  the  6th  day  of 
September,  1856,  has  been  lawfully  and  equitably  cntided  to  * 
the  possession  of  the  said  premises,  and  the  owner  thereof  in 
fee  simple^  and  the  said  Michael  McCartj,  well  knowing  the 
same,  wrongfully  withholds  the  possession  thereof  from  the 
plaintiff." 

This  is  a  distinct  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  is  "  ike  owner 
of  the  premises  in  fee  simple^^^  and  "  is  equitably  and  hwfuMy 
entitled  to  the  possession  "  and  that  the  defendant  "  wrongfully 
withholds  the  possession."  Here  is  a  complete  and  distinct 
legal  cause  of  action  alleged.  The  complaint  then  commences 
the  statement  of  a  new  cause  of  action,  as  follows :  "  And  the 
plaintiff  further  says,  &c." 

The  complaint  then  goes  on,  sets  out  a  case  for  equitable  re- 
lief, entitling  the  plaintiff  to  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  from 
the  defendant  McCarty,  and  an  injunction  to  quiet  his  tide,  Ac, 
a  cause  of  action  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  former  one. 
The  complaint  asks  for  both  legal  and  equitable  reliei^  and  the 
judgment  entered  up  follows  the  complaint,  and  gives  both 
legal  and  equitable  relief. 

It  seems  to  me,  that  this  is  not  admissible,  that  a  party  can- 
not blend  in  his  complaint  legal  and  equitable  claims  in  this 
way,  and  have  double  and  inconsistent  relief  in  the  same  action. 
Such  a  mode  of  proceeding  destroys  all  order  and  congruity 
in  legal  proceedings.  {Smith  agt.  Hdllock,  8  How.  73 ;  Sweet 
agt.  Ingerson,  12  Bow,  881.) 

Primarily,  the  plaintiff  needs,  and  is  entitled,  upon  this  com- 
plaint, to  equitable  relief.  When  that  has  been  obtained,  he 
can  then  maintain  his  ejectment  or  action  to  recover  possession 
of  the  premises,  with  damages  for  the  withholding  the  same, 
with  the  rents  and  profits.  But  he  must  first  get  title,  and  he 
cannot,  in  my  opinion,  accomplish  the  object,  if  two  suits  in 
one,  in  the  way  proposed.  Possibly,  upon  a  complaint  prop- 
erly framed,  he  may  have  complete  relief  in  one  suit 

I  think  the  order  should  be  reversed,  and  the  judgment  set 
aside. 
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Welles,  Justice,  concurred.* 
JoHNSOK,  Justice,  dissented. 


Non.— This  case  la  not  in  oonflict  with  PhiUips  agt  Oorham,  1*!  K.TR  270, 
or  Lamb  agt  Buckmiller^  id.  620 ;  but  concura  rather  with  the  views  of  SsLDmr, 
J^  in  Voorfiees  agt  Child's  execulorSy  id.  358,  and  of  Coxstooe,  J.,  in  Kew-Tork 
and  NeuhHaxen  BaUroad  Company  agt  Schuyler^  id.  60^ 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Catharine  Yallance,  appellant,  agt  Jacob  Bausch,  re- 
spondent 

The  personal  property  of  a  married  womant  continued  in  her,  or  acquired  and 
held  by  her  as  a  married  woman,  under  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  1848 
and  1849,  go^  on  her  death,  without  having  made  anj  disposition  thereof  by 
win  or  otherwise,  abaolutely  to  the  mirviving  hu^Hmd  as  his  own,  and  not  to  her 
next  of  kin. 

And  the  husband  is  so  entitled  to  it,  as  before  those  acts,  as  htuband,  and  as  an 
incident  of  the  marriage,  and  flowing  from  it,  and  not  merely  as  an  incident  of 
his  administraUonf  or  rights  of  administration  on  her  estate.  {See  McCosker  e^ 
GMing^  1  Brad.  64,  which  holds  thai  the  husbaruTs  righi  to  such  property  i$ 
fimnded  soldy  on  his  right  to  administer  on  fur  estate.) 

And  these  marital  rights  of  the  husband,  under  which  he  takes  such  property, 
are  not  inconsistent  with,  and  are  not,  therefore,  presumed  to  be  abrogated  by 
the  statutes  of  1848  and  1849.  His  right  of  succession  maybe  a  marital  rights 
and  vest  in  him  by  the  marriage,  but  it  vests  sutyed  to  the  rights  of  the  wife  to 
hold,  use,  enjoy  and  dispose  of  her  property  as  freely  and  as  absolutely  and  ex- 
clusively as  she  could,  had  she  continued  single. 

Ko  doubt  it  was  competent  for  the  legislature  to  abolish  or  change  prospectively 
the  right  of  succession  of  the  husbaud  to  his  wife's  undisposed  oi  personalty, 
and  his  right  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  in  her  undisposed  of  realty  in  which  she 
bad  an  estate  of  inheritance ;  but  the  leg^islature  intended  to  tuke  away  neither 
of  these  rights  by  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849.  (Disagreeing  wUh  the  case  ef 
Sittings  agt  Baker^  16  How.  Pr.  Rep.  625 ;  Potteb,  Justice.) 

New-  York  General  Term,  Ifay,  1859. 

B^ore  Davies,  Clebke  and  Sutherland,  Justices. 


344  NBW-TORK  PRAOnCB  BBP0RT3. 

YallaDoe  agt  Bauach. 

This  is  an  appear  firom  the  decree  of  the  surrogate  of  New- 
York,  admitting  to  probate  the  will  of  Catharine  E.  Banaoh, 
the  wife  of  the  respondent. 

John  W.  Ediaonds,  for  appellant 
E.  M.  BukiLBiNGTONj  for  respondent 

By  the  court — Sutherland,  Justice.  The  testatrix  was 
the  owner  of  certain  personal  property,  and,  during  coyerture, 
made  her  will,  bequeathing  the  same,  bearing  date  December 
Ist,  1856.  She  died  on  the  27th  of  March,  1857,  leaving  no 
children,  but  leaving  her  husband,  the  respondent,  and  the  ap- 
pellant, her  mother,  her  surviving. 

The  appellant  attended,  as  her  next  of  kin,  at  the  probate, 
and  filed  objections  thereto,  and  prayed  to  have  said  objections 
heard  ;  but  the  surrogate  decided  that  she  could  not  be  heard 
in  the  premises,  and  had  no  interest,  right  or  title  in  or  to  the 
goods,  chattels  and  credits,  whereof  the  said  Catharine  died 
the  owner  and  in  possession ;  but  that  the  same  belonged, 
after  due  administration,  to  the  respondent,  who  proposed  the 
will,  as  her  husband ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  appellant  had 
no  interest  in  the  matter  of  the  probate  of  the  will. 

It  does  not  expressly  appear,  but  it  is  presumed,  that  the 
marriage  took  place  subsequent  to  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849, 
fpr  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the  property  of  married 
women ;  or,  if  it  took  place  before  those  acts,  that  the  prop- 
erty of  the  wife  was  acquired  by  her  subsequently,  so  that  she 
had,  as  a  married  woman,  all  the  rights  in  and  over  the  prop- 
erty intended  to  be  given  or  secured  to  married  women  by 
those  acts,  irrespective  of  any  constitutional  question,  or  of  any 
vested  right  of  the  husband. 

The  question,  then,  is,  to  whom  does  the  personal  property 
of  a  married  woman,  continued  in  her  or  acquired  and  held  by 
her  as  a  married  woman  under  the  protection  of  those  acts,  go 
on  her  death,  without  having  made  any  disposition  thereof  by 
will  or  otherwise,  the  husband  sxirviving  ?  Does  the  husband 
succeed  and  take  it  absolutely,  or  does  it  go  to  heir  next  of  kin  ? 
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The  surrogate  held  in  this  case,  as  he  did  in  McOosker  agt 
Golding  (1  Brad/.  64),  that  the  statutes  of  1848  atid  1849  had 
not  in  snch  case  made  any  alteration  in  the  distribution  or  right 
of  suooession ;  that  the  property  passed  to  the  surviving  hus- 
band absolutely,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  wife's  debts, 
founding  his  right  to  the  property  on  his  sole  right,  if  other- 
wise competent,  to  administer  on  her  estate. 

The  learned  and  able  brief  submitted  by  the  counsel  for  the 
appellant  in  this  case  is  mainly  intended  to  show  that  the  hus- 
band's right  to  the  personal  estate  of  his  wife,  dying  intestate, 
was  not,  prior  to  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  an  incident 
merely  of  his  administration  or  right  of  admimstration  on  her 
estate,  but  a  right  as  husband,  incideni;  to  or  arising  from  the 
marriage  relation,  existing  and  continuing  in  him  in  the  life- 
time of  the  wife,  and  as  such  that  it  would  be  inconsistent  with 
the  object  and  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  and 
with  the  sole  and  separate  rights  &nd  interests  intended  to  be 
given  and  secured  to  marrried  women  in  and  over  their  prop- 
erty by  those  acts,  and,  therefore,  was  abrogated  by  those 
acts. 

It  must  be  conceded,  I  think,  that  if,  since  the  acts  of  1848 
and  1849,  the  husband  is  entitled  to  the  imdisposed  of  person- 
alty of  his  wife  on  her  death,  he  takes  it  as  husband,  and  not 
as  administrator. 

His  right  of  administration  is  positive  and  certain  by  stat- 
ute, and  it  may  be  necessary  for  him  to  administer  on  her 
estate  in  order  to  recover  by  action  or  to  reduce  into  his  pos- 
session her  choses  in  action  or  chattels  in  the  possession  of 
third  persons;  but  it  is  presumed  that  a  voluntary  payment 
to  him  and  discharge  by  him  of  a  bond  or  note  belonging  to 
the  wife's  estate,  without  or  before  administration,  would  be 
perfectly  good.    Who  could  object? 

It  may  be  admitted  that  this  right  to  her  personalty  would 
follow  from  his  certain  and  positive  right  of  administration, 
and  from  the  exception  from  the  statute  of  distribution  of  his 
wife's  estate,  and  the  absence  of  any  accountability  or  liability 
on  his  part  as  administrator  or  otherwise,  except  for  the  debts 
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of  lu0  wife ;  and  yet,  why  was  lie  excepted  fixxn  die  statates 
of  distributioD,  except  as  husband?  and  why  his  oei^in  and 
positiye  right  of  administration,  if  otherwise  ccnnpeleB^  exoepfc 
as  hnsband?  and  why,  if  any  other  peraon  administeied,  ox 
the  husband  died  without  having  fully  administered,  and  ad- 
ministration  ie  bonis  non  was  granted  to  a  third  pezson,  was 
such  other  administrator,  both  at  common  law  and  by  statatO) 
a  mere  trustee  for  the  husband  or  hi$  zepresentatiTes? 
(2  Kent's  (hm.  136;  8  Bev.  StaL  b1hedL%  80.) 

The  language  of  the  statutes,  in  excepting  the  estates  of  mar- 
ried women  £rom  distribution,  is,  that  "  their  husbands  may 
demand,  recover  and  enjoy,  the  same  as  (key  ar^  wtiiUd  by  As 
ruks  of  the  common  Jaw:'    (8  JBev.  SUU.  6th  ed.^  86.) 

It  is  said  in  the  books,  that  the  husband  is  entitled  to  ad- 
minister for  his  own  benefit  as  husband,  and  that  he  is  entitled 
Ibr  his  own  benefit  to  all  of  his  wife's  chattels  real,  thmgs  in 
action,  and  every  species  of  personal  property,  whether  re- 
duced to  possession  or  contingent,  or  recoverable  only  by  suit 
(2  Kenfs  Oom.  135;  BwOer's  note  &04c  to  Lib. S  Oo.  LitL)  But 
he  could  not  take,  as  administrator  of  his  wife,  that  which 
he  was  absolutely  entitled  to  in  the  lifetiiae  of  lus  wife ;  and 
at  the  common  law,  by  the  marriage  he  became  absolutely 
entitled  to  a}l  her  goods  and  chattels  then  in  her  possession, 
or  which  came  into  her  possession  after  the  marriage,  and  to 
such  of  her  choses  in  action  as  he  should  reduce  into  his  pos- 
session during  her  life. 

I  think,  in  giving  construction  and  effect  to  the  statutes  of 
1848  and  1849,  as  to  the  personal  estate  of  married  women,  the 
common  law  or  statutoly  right  of  the  husband,  when  those 
acts  were  passed,  even  to  the  choses  in  action  of  the  wife,  not 
reduced  into  possession  in  her  lifetime,  should  be  considered 
as  one  of  his  marital  rights,  conuoiencing  with  the  marriage 
continuing  in  him  during  their  joint  lives,  and  surviving  on 
her  death. 

Indeed,  it  has  been  recently  expressly  held  by  the  court  of 
appeals,  in  thecase  of  WesierveU  s«t.  Oregg  (2  Kemanj  202), 
that  the  husband,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  vrife,  had  a  vested  prop- 
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erty  or  intoest  in  bid  wife's  clioses  in  action,  not  reduced  into 
posaesBion,  whicli  the  statutes  of  1848  and  1849  could  not  con- 
i^tutionally  take  away. 

If  the  right  of  the  husband  to  reduce  the  wife's  chosesin 
action  into  his  possession  in  her  lifetime,  or  after  her  death,  in 
case  he  survived  her,  was  property  and  a  vested  right  or  inter- 
est in  the  husband  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  certainly  her 
death  could  not  divest  it,  the  right  to  reduce  her  choses  in  • 
action  into  his  possession  absolutely  and  for  his  own  benefit 
remaining  in  him  after  her  death,  as  fully  and  completely 
as  before. 

When  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849  were  passed,  the  husband 
took  and  had  by  the  marriage,  absolutely  as  his  own,  not  only 
the  goods  and  chatteb  of  his  wife  in  her  possession,  and  also  a 
right  during  their  joint  lives  to  reduce  her  choses  in  action 
into  possession  for  his  own  benefit,  by  action  or  otherwise ; 
but  he  also  took  and  had  by  the  marriage,  and  held  during 
their  joint  lives,  a  right  after  her  death,  if  he  survived  her,  at 
common  law  and  by  statute,  as  her  administrator  or  other- 
wise, to  take  and  hold,  reduce  into  his  possession,  and  recover 
absolutely  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  her  debts,  all  of  her  chattels,  personal  estate,  and  choses  in 
aetioo,  which  he  had  not  reduced  into  his  possession  in  her 
lifetime,  or  which  had  not  become  his  absolutely  prior  to  her 
death,  by  being  by  her  reduced  into  her  possession. 

Now,  the  right  of  the  husband  after  the  death  of  the  wife  to 
take,  reduce  iato  his  possession  and  keep  as  his  own,  her  choses 
in  action  and  personalty  after  paying  her  debts,  being,  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  wife,  just  as  positive  and  certain  as  his  right  to 
reduce  her  choses  in  action  into  his  possession  in  her  lifetime^ 
if  the  one  flowed  from  the  marriage  and  was  a  vested  right  in 
the  husband  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  the  other  also  flowed 
firom  the  marriage,  and  was  a  vested  right  in  the  husband  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  wife. 

The  exercise  of  either  right  depended,  of  course,  upon  the 
life  of  the  husband — ^both  rights  were  liable  to  be  defeated  by 
his  dying  before  his  wife ;  but  if  he  lived  or  survived  his  wife, 


24ft  nbw-tork:  practiob  REPORm 

Yallance  agt.  Bansch. 

both  rights  were  fixed  and  certain ;  and  I  do  not  see  how  the 
court  of  appeals  could  have  held  otherwise  than  thej  did  in 
Westervelt  agt.  Oregg,  that  the  right  of  the  husband  in  and  over 
the  choses  in  action  of  his  wife,  when  the  acts  of  1848  and 
1849  were  passed,  was  a  vested  right.  Certainly  its  liability 
to  be  defeated  by  the  death  of  the  husband  did  not  make  it 
contingent,  or  prevent  it  from  being  vested ;  otherwise,  every 
■  expectant  estate  or  right  of  possession,  to  bo  exercised,  or  to 
take  effect  in  possession  in  the  lifetime  or  on  the  death  of 
another,  would  be  contingent ;  as  the  remainderman  or  holder 
of  such  right  of  possession  might  die  before  he  exercised  the 
right,  or  before  the  person  on  whose  death  his  expectant  es- 
tate or  interest  was  to  take  effect  in  possession.  (2  Oruxse  Dig* 
270;  Feame,  Con.  Bern.  216,  7th  ed.;  2  Vesey,  J.  p.  357.) 

As  the  law  was  when  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849  took  effect, 
the  husband,  by  the  marriage,  took  a  certain  and  positive  right 
to  all  his  wife's  choses  in  action,  liable  to  be  defeated  only  by 
his  death,  before  he  had  exercised  the  right  and  reduced  them 
into  his  possession,  leaving  her  surviving. 

As  to  his  right  to  her  choses  in  action  as  her  survivor,  his 
right  of  administration  on  her  estate  was  positive  and  certain 
by  statute,  if  not  at  common  law ;  it  might  have  been  neces- 
sary for  him  to  administer  to  enforce  her  rights  in  action ;  but 
if  he  did  administer,  his  letters  of  administration  were  only 
evidence  of  his  common  law  right  and  title,  and  beneficial  in- 
terest as  husband. 

As  to  the  goods,  chattels  and  personalty  of  the  wife  in  her 
possession  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  or  which  came  into  her 
possession  ailerward  during  the  marriage,  there  is  not  a  color- 
able reason  for  saying  that  on  her  death  he  took  them  as  her 
administrator,  or  as  an  incident  merely  of  his  right  of  admin- 
istration,  for  they  must  have  absolutely  vested  in  him  as  his 
own,  as  husband,  in  her  lifetime. 

It  does  not  appear  either  in  this  case,  or  the  case  of  McChs- 
her  agt.  Oolding  (1  Brad/.  64),  whether  the  personalty  of  the 
testatrix  consisted  wholly  or  in  part  of  goods,  chattels  and 
property  actually  in  her  use  and  possession  in  her  lifetime,  or 
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of  chofles  in  actioB,  rights  and  credits,  which  she  had  never 
redaced  to  her  possession. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  in  this  case,  the  appellant  has  a  right 
to  take  the  position,  that  if,  since  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  on 
the  death  of  the  wife  without  having  disposed  of  her  person- 
^ty,  by  will  or  otherwise,  the  husband  is  entitled  to  it  abso- 
lutely as  his  own,  subject  to  the  payment  of  her  debts,  that  he 
is  so  entitled  to  it,  as  before  those  acts,  as  husband,  and  as  an 
incident  of  the  marriage,  or  flowing  from  it,  and  not  merely  as 
an  incident  of  his  administration,  or  rights  of  administration 
on  her  estate. 

But,  giving  the  appellant  the  benefit  of  this  position,  does  it 
follow  that  this  right  of  the  husband  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  rights  intended  by  the  acts  to  be  given  and  secured 
to  married  womOn  in  and  over  their  property,  so  that  it  must 
be  presumed    this  right  of  the  husband  was  intended   to 
be  abrogated  thereby  ?    I  think  not.    After  the  most  careful 
analysis  of  words  and  principles  bearing  on  this  question,  I 
can  see  no  such  inconsistency.    The  act  of  1848  is  entitled, 
"  An  act  for  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the  rights  of  mar- 
ried women,"  and  that  act  and  the  act  of  1849,  amending  it, 
were  intended  to  give,  and  do  give  to  a  married  woman  the 
separate  use  and  absolute  disposition  of  her  property,  real  and 
I)erBonal,  by  will  or  otherwise,  as  if  she  were  ^feme  sole.    She 
may  use  and  enjoy  it,  and  dispose  of  it  as  freely  and  as  abso- 
lutely and  exclusively  as  she  could  had  she  continued  single; 
but  she  is  nevertheless  a  married  woman,  and  must  dispose  of 
it  as  a  married  woman ;  and  admit,  that  her  husband,  on  her 
death,  succeeds  to  her  undisposed  of  personal  property,  as  hus- 
band and  not  as  administrator ;  his  right  of  succession,  as  hua* 
landf  would  no  more  interfere  with  her  rights  in  and  over  the 
property  in  her  lifetime,  than  would  the  succession  of  her 
mother  or  child  as  next  of  kin.    The  right  of  succession  is  not 
a  light,  but  an  incident  of  property,  given  to  it  by  law.    The 
inheritable  quality  or  incident  of  real  estate,  as  to  its  possessor j 
may  be  the  measure  of  the  quantity  of  his  estate  or  interest, 
out  it  cannot  be  called  his  right,  but  rather  the  right  of  his 
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hdrs.  What  other  or  further  right  of  property  is  there  or  oao 
there  be.  than  the  right  of  its  free  and  exdusive  use  and  en- 
joyment during  life,  with  a  right  of  firee  and  absolute  dispod- 
tion  7  These  rights  the  married  woman  can  take,  and  haa 
under  the  acts  as  to  her  personalty,  without  interfering  with 
the  right  of  succession  of  her  husband.  His  right  of  suooes- 
sion  may  be  a  marital  right,  and  vest  in  him  by  the  manriage, 
but  it  vests  subject  to  these  rights  of  the  wife,  and  thus  can 
never  interfere  with  them. 

There  cannot  be  two  antagonistic  rights  of  possession  and  ea- 
joyment  in  different  persons  in  the  same  property  at  the  aama 
time ;  and,  therefore,  the  acts  of  18^  and  1849  have  abro- 
gated the  husband's  common  law  right  to  the  use,  rents  and 
profits  of  his  wife's  real  estate  during  their  joint  lives,  and  alao 
his  common  law  right  to  the  disposition  of  hor  personalty  dIl^ 
ing  their  joint  lives ;  but  there  might  be  a  hundred  suooessiye 
estates  in  remainder,  existing  in  different  persons  at  the  same 
time,  and  vested  too,  limited  upon  an  estate  for  life  ia  posseflr 
sion,  without  at  all  interfering  with  the  estate,  right  of  poasefr 
sion,  and  enjoyment  of  the  grantee  or  holder  of  the  lifeestate; 
and  if  you  give  to  the  grantee  or  holder  of  the  life  estate  in 
possession  an  absolute  right  or  power  of  disposition  of  ^ 
property,  this  does  not  prevent  the  estate  of  the  remaindennan 
from  being  technically  vested,  subject  to  such  right  and  power 
of  disposition,  although  it  may  infinitely  diminish  the  probar 
bility  and  value  of  the  remainderman's  expectant  future  right 
of  possession.  The  remainder  would  be  vested,  if  the  zemain- 
derman  was  a  person  ascertained,  and  in  being,  and  capable  of 
taking  the  possession  immediately  on  the  termination  of  the 
estate,  for  life  in  possession,  without  the  holder  of  the  estate  &r 
life  having  exercised  his  absolute  power  of  disposition. 

Before  the  Revised  Statutes,  a  general  devise  of  real  estate^ 
without  specifying  any  particular  estate,  with  an  absolutepower 
of  disposition  annexed,  gave  a  fee ;  but  a  devise  for  life  in  ex* 
press  terms,  with  a  like  power  of  disposition,  gave  only  a  life 
estate.    {Jackson  agt.  Bobbins,  16  John.  588.) 

The  article  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  as  to  "powers,"  pennite 
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Aitaie  estateii  to  be  limited  on  a  particular  estate  for  life  or 
years,  with  absolute  power  of  disposition,  except  as  against 
purchasers  and  creditors ;  and  when  there  is  no  limitation  of  a 
remainder  on  such  particular  estate  of  the  grantee  of  the  power, 
it  declares  that  he  shall  be  entitled  to  an  absolute  fee. 

Before  the  Bevised  Statutes,  there  could  be  a  limitation  of 
personal  goods,  chattels  and  money,  by  way  of  remainder  or 
executory  devise  after  a  bequest  for  life.  {Hyde  agt.  ParraU^ 
IP.  TF.  1 ;  Tissm  agt.  Tiasen,  id.  600 ;  WesicoU agt  Cody,  7 
John.  Ch.  R.  886 ;  Moffat  agt  Strmg,  10  John.  12.)  But  a 
giant  or  bequest  of  goods  and  chattels  for  life,  with  an  abso- 
lute power  of  disposition,  made  the  gift  as  to  the  first  taker 
absolute,  and  any  ulterior  limitation  over,  void.  {Feame^s 
Ejdoc.  Dev,  PoweWa  ed.  167,  226^  n.  1 ;  arguments  of  counsel  in 
Jackson  agt  Bobbins^  16  c/bAn.) 

Yet,  if  a  husband  by  marriage  articles,  or  post-nuptial  agree- 
ment, gave  his  wife  her  goods  and  chattels,  or  the  use  of  her 
goods  and  chattels  for  life,  with  absolute  power  of  disposition, 
there  is  no  doubt,  in  case  of  her  death  without  having  disposed 
of  them,  that  the  husband  would  have  taken  them  as  his  own, 
by  virtue  of  his  original  right  and  title  as  husband.  {See  the 
cases  died  by  Mr.  Bradford  in  McOosker  agt.  Chiding^  1  Bradf. 
64,  above  cOed,  and  Moehring  agt  MitcheU,  1  Barb.  Ch.  B.  271 ; 
S^vng-  agt  Wilkin,  id.  9.) 

No  doubt  the  rights  of  the  husband  in  his  wife's  personalty 
and  in  her  real  estate,  which  he  acquired  by  marriage,  and  by 
marriage  and  the  birth  of  issue  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  being 
rights  given  him  by  law,  he  could  waive  or  release  them  abso- 
lutely, either  by  ante  or  post-nuptial  agreement ;  but  the  point 
iSi  that  if  the  instrument  went  no  further  than  to  release  and 
give  to  the  wife  her  goods  and  chattels,  or  the  sole  and  separate 
use  of  her  goods  and  chattels,  or  of  her  real  estate,  for  her  life, 
with  an  absolute  power  of  disposition,  his  right  of  succession  to 
the  goods  and  chattels,  and  his  right  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy 
in  bar  real  estate,  would  have  remained  in  him  as  husband,  on 
her  death,  without  having  disposed  of  them.  The  presumption 
mntid  have  leen^  that  he  made  the  agreement  in  favor  of  his  wife 
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unih  a  knowledge  of  his  legal  rights  as  husband,  hnd  Oialhedid 
not  intend  to  release  tliem  any  further  than  the  express  words  of  the 
instrument  and  the  sjjecific  rights  andpov)er  IherAy  given  to  his 
wife  required. 

Precisely  so,  in  constaruing  these  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  we 
axe  to  presume  that  the  legislature  passed  them  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  husband's  common  law  rights,  and  that  these 
rights  were  not  intended  to  be  taken  away  any  further  than 
was  necessary  to  secure  to  married  women,  as  against  their 
husbands,  the  free,'  sole,  separate  use  and  enjoyment,  and  ab- 
solute disposition  of  their  property.  These  are  all  the  bene' 
fvdal  rights  of  property  that  could  be  conferred  on  them,  or 
secured  to  them. 

An  alteration  by  the  statute?  of  the  legal  right  of  succession, 
or  of  the  legal  disposition  of  their  property  on  their  death,  with- 
out having  disposed  of  it  by  will  or  otherwise,  would  have 
been,  unnecessarily  for  the  declared  purposes  of  the  acts,  taking 
rights  from  the  husband,  and  conferring  them,  not  on  his  wife, 
but  on  others. 

What  principle  of  public  policy  or  political  economy  wonld 
have  induced  the  legislature  to  take  away  the  husband's  right 
of  succession  to  his  wife's  undisposed  of  personalty  and  give  it 
to  her  next  of  kin,  after  securing  to  the  wife  during  her  life  all 
the  beneficial  rights  she  ever  had  or  could  have  as  ay«n«  sok 
in  or  over  it? 

If  the  force  and  direction  of  one's  affections  while  living 
should  direct  the  legal  disposition  of  property  after  death,  I 
should  not  like  to  believe  that  a  majority  of  married  women 
would  ask  for  the  construction  of  these  acts  insisted  on  by  the 
appellant. 

No  doubt  it  was  competent  for  the  legislature  to  abolish  or 
change  prospectively  the  right  of  succession  of  the  husband  to 
his  wife's  undisposed  of  personalty,  and  his  right  as  tenant  by 
the  curtesy  in  her  undisposed  of  realty,  in  which  she  had  an 
estate  of  inheritance ;  but  I  think  the  legislature  intended  to 
take  away  neither  right  by  these  acts,  notwiths^ding  the  able 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Potter  on  the  latter  point,  in  BiUings 
agt.  BaJcer  and  others  (15  How,  Pr  M.  525^, 
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I  express  here  an  opinion  on  tliis  question,  whether  the  right 
or  estate  of  tenant  by  the  curtesy  has  survived  the  acts  of 
1848  and  1849,  because  the  opinion  of  Judge  Potter  in  the 
case  last  cited  was  particularly  cited  and  insisted  on,  on  the 
argument  of  this  case ;  and  because  I  admit,  after  conceding  to 
the  appellant  her  position  in  this  case,  that  the  husband's  right 
to  his  wife's  undisposed  of  personalty  on  her  death,  if  he  has 
any  since  the  acts,  is  a  right  as  husband  existing  initiate  in  the 
lifetime  of  tbe  wife,  and  which  has  survived  the  acts ;  that  the 
reasons  above  stated  to  show  that  such  right  is  not  inconsistent 
with  the  acts,  in  the  main,  apply  equally  to  the  question  of  the 
husband's  right  or  estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

Of  course,  both  questions  are  mere  questions  of  intention- 
how  far  the  acts  were  intended  to  operate. 

If  these  rights  of  the  husband  have  been  taken  away  by  the 
acts,  it  is  done  by  implication. 

In  Bower  agt.  Lease  (5  iZifl,  226),  the  court  say :  "  As  laws 
are  presumed  to  be  passed  with  deliberation,  and  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  existing  ones  on  the  same  subject,  it  is  but 
reasonable  to  conclude  that  the  legislature,  in  passing  a  statute, 
did  not  intend  to  interfere  with  or  abrogate  any  former  law 
relating  to  the  same  matter,  unless  the  repugnancy  between 
the  two  is  irreconcilable.  Hence,  a  repeal  by  implication  is 
not  fevored,"  &c.  {See  also  McCariee  agt.  The  Orphan  Asylum 
Society,  9  Cowen,  437,  606.) 

Much  stress  has  been  put  on  the  words,  "  and  shall  continue 
her  sole  and  separate  property,  as  if  she  were  a  single  female,** 
and  the  words,  "  but  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate  property,  as 
if  she  were  a  single  female,'/  &c.,  in  the  first  and  second  sec- 
tions of  the  act  of  1848,  and  on  the  words,  "  and  the  same 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  be  liable 
for  his  debtSj^^  in  the  f  rst  section  of  the  act  of  1849,  as  showing 
these  acts  to  be  irreconcilable  with  the  continuance  of  the 
rights  of  the  husband  in  question. 

As  to  the  words  above  quoted  from  the  act  of  1848,  taken 
literally,  they  are  simply  absurd,  and  would  involve  even  a 
legislative  impossibility. 
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The  property  of  a  single  female  cannot  literally  continue  m 
her  after  marris^e  as  if  she  were  a  single  female.  The  act  of 
1848  was  intended  to  secure  to  a  married  woman  the  sole  and 
separate  use  of  her  property  as  if  she  were  single,  and,  from  the 
peculiar  phraseology  above  quoted,  was  probably  intended  to 
give  her,  and  probably  would  have  given  her,  a  right  to  dis* 
pose  of  it  (otherwise  than  of  her  personalty  by  will),  as  if  she 
were  single  ;  but  the  act  of  1848  probably  did  not  remove  the 
disability  placed  on  married  women  by  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
of  disposing  of  their  personalty  by  will  ( Wadanis  agt  Tht 
American  Home  Missionary  Society^  2  Keman^  415) ;  nor  have 
both  acts  removed  the  disability  of  coverture  as  to  her  prop- 
erty, so  that  she  can  bind  herself  personally  as  Kfeme  aok  by 
her  contracts,  and  thus  at  law  lead  to  an  involuntary  alienation 
of  her  property  by  judgment  and  execution.  {Tale  agt  De- 
derer,  17  Uow.  Pr,  JR.  165;  >S1  C.  18  K  Y.  R  265.) 

These  acts  have  not,  therefore,  in  all  respects,  removed  the 
disability  of  coverture  as  to  the  property  of  married  women. 
They  have  removed  it,  so  far  as  it  was  for  their  benefit,  and  no 
further. 

Before  the  personalty  of  married  women,  dying  intestate, 
can  go  to  their  next  of  kin,  the  exception  of  their  estates  from 
tlie  statute  of  distribution  must  be  repealed — ^who  can  say  that 
the  acts  of  1848  and  1849  imply  such  repeal,  or  that  such  re- 
peal would  be  for  tJieir  benefit  ?  So  as  to  the  phraseology  of 
the  act  of  1849,  "  and  the  same  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  dis- 
posal of  her  husband,  or  liable  for  his  debts ;"  the  act  was 
intended  to  protect  the  property  of  the  wife  against  the  hus- 
band and  his  debts  in  her  lifetime.  Of  what  consequence  is  it 
to  her  whether  the  property  is  sold  for  the  debts  of  her  hus- 
band, or  of  her  next  of  kin,  after  her  death  ? 

For  these  reasons,  which  have  been  stated  much  more  at 
large  than  I  intended  before  I  looked  into  the  cases  bearing  on 
the  construction  of  these  acts,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  de- 
cree of  the  surrogate  in  this  case  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
Stephen  P.  Forman  agt  Miles  Formak. 

It  has  long  been  settled  bj  the  general  term  in  the  6th  judicial  district,  that 
where  a  notiee  of  €^)peal  fhim  a  Jnstice^s  judgment  states  a  eingle  ground  on 
which  the  appeal  is  founded,  it  confers  jurisdiction  on  the  county  court  to  ex- 
amine the  whole  case,  as  set  forth  in  the  justice's  return,  to  see  if  any  error  has 
been  committed,  for  which  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed.  {This^  ii  wiU  be 
aeen,  ia  adverse  io  the  decisions  in  ihe  lih  district^  in  the  case  of  Ikrby  agt  JJon- 
nm,  16  How.  32;  and  Bush  agt.  Dennison^  14  id,  307.) 

There  is  no  authority  for  the  recovery  of  compound  interest  in  an  action  at  law,  un- 
less there  has  been  a  promise  in  writing  to  pay  it,  after  Interest  has  become  due^ 
or  without  proof  of  peculiar  £EU!ts  taking  it  out  of  an  ordinary  claim  of  an  ao- 
oount  or  note. 

Chenango  General  Term,  May^  1869. 

Present^  Mason,  Balcom  and  Campbell,  Justices. 

THis*aciion  was  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  where 
the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  defendant,  for 
$32.74,  besides  costs.  The  Tioga  county  court  affirmed  the 
judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  of  appeal  to  that  court 
did  not  state  the  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  was  founded, 
within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Derby  agt.  Hannin^  15  How,  Pr. 
B.  82  ;  Bush  agt.  Bennison,  U  How,  Pr.  R  807 ;  6  Abb.  188. 
The  notice  contained  the  following  grounds  of  appeal :  "  1st 
The  justice  improperly  admitted  the  evidence  of  C.  T.  S. 
Blivin,  a  witness  sworn  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  other 
evidence.  2d.  The  justice  improperly  permitted  C.  V.  S. 
Blivin  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff.  8d.  The 
jastice  should  have  given  judgment  for  the  defendant  against 
the  plaintiff.  4th.  The  judgment  rendered  by  the  justice  is 
not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  is  against  the  evidence. 
5th.  The  said  judgment  is  not  sustained  by  the  law,  and  is 
against  law."  The  notice  concluded  with  this  clause :  "  And 
the  appellant  will  rely  upon  these  grounds,  and  such  others  as 
ahall  appear  in  the  justice's  return,  for  a  reversal  of  the  afore- 
said judgment." 
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The  action  was  founded  upon  a  note,  on  wlicli  there  was 
due  only  about  $10.87 ;  and  upon  an  account,  on  which  there 
was  it  balance  due,  aside  &om  ^interest,  of  only  about  $11.43. 
The  defendant  established  a  counter-claim  that  amounted  to 
about  $12.99.  And  aside  from  interest  on  the  account  proved 
by  the  plaintiff,  there  was  a  balance  due  him  on  both  the  ac- 
count and  note,  oyer  and  above  the  defendant's  counter-daun, 
of  only  about  $9.81,  aside  from  interest 

The  plaintiff  called  one  Blivin  as  a  witness,  who  testified : 
"  The  custom  of  the  country,  so  far  as  I  know,  is  to  let  ac- 
counts run  from  May  till  May,  and  cast  interest  on  all  balances 
due  on  the  first  of  May ;  that  is,  where  accounts  run,  to  cast 
interest  on  the  balance  due  on  the  first  of  May  in  each  year." 
No  other  evidence  was  given,  that  affected  the  question  of 
interest.  The  plaintiff  purchased  the  account,  on  which  he 
recovered,  of  the  witness  Blivin,  It  commenced  in  1837,  and 
ended  in  1852, 

There  was  no  possible  way  by  which  the  justice  coitld  have 
made  out  that  there  was  $32.74  due  the  plaintiff,  on  the  de- 
mands proved,  over  and  above  the  counter-claim  established 
by  the  defendant,  except  by  computing  interest  on  the  account 
the  plaintiff  purchased  of  Blivin  and  compounding  it 

The  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment  of  the  coimlj 
court,  to  this  court. 

Warner,  Tracy  &  Walkeh,  for  plaintiff. 
Farrikgton  &  TahkeRj  for  defendant 

By  the  court — Balcom,  Justice.  The  defendant's  notice  of 
appeal,  from  the  judgment  of  the  justice  to  the  county  courts 
was  clearly  sufficient,  according  to  decisions  heretofore  made 
by  this  court,  at  general  term,  in  this  district,  to  authorize  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment  of  the  justice,  for  any  error  com- 
mitted by  him,  affecting  the  merits  of  the  case,  prejudicial  to 
the  defendant.  Such  decisions  show,  that,  if  the  notice  states 
a  single  ground  on  which  the  appeal  is  founded,  it  confers  ju- 
risdiction on  the  county  court  to  examine  the  whole  case,  as  get 
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fiurfli  in  the  justice's  retum,  to  see  if  any  enx>T  has  been  com- 
mitted for  whicli  his  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed.  And  we 
think  this  rule  enables  the  county  court  to  "  give  judgment 
according  to  the  justice  of  the  case,  without  regard  to  techni- 
cal errors  and  defects,"  as  section  866  of  the  Code  enjoins. 
This  court  has  uniformly  held  this  rule  in  this  district  since 
the  year  1847 ;  and  although  none  of  the  decisions,  which  so 
hold,  have  been  reported,  yet  we  feel  bound  to  follow  them, 
because  we  believe  they  are  correct,  notwithstanding  the  ad- 
verse decisions  in  other  districts  which  have  been  published. 

If  the  evidence  authorized  the  justice  to  allow  interest  on 
the  account  the  plaintiff  purchased  of  Blivin,  as  to  which  I 
will  express  no  opinion,  it  did  not  make  a  case  for  compound- 
ing it,  which  he  must  have  done,  or  his  judgment  would  not 
have  amounted  to  $84.74,  besides  costs.  I  know  of  no  princi- 
ple or  adjudged  case  that  authorizes  the  recovery  of  compound 
interest  in  an  action  at  law,  unless  there  has  been  a  promise  in 
writing  to  pay  it,  after  it  could  be  said  to  be  morally  due,  or 
without  proof  of  some  peculiar  &cts,  not  established  in  this 
case.  {See  Kellogg  agt.  Hickok,  1  Wend.  621 ;  Jackson  agt. 
OampbeUf  5  id.  572 ;  Qmnecticut  agt.  Jackson^  1  Johns.  Oh.  R. 
13 ;  Van  Benschooten  agt  Lawson^  6  id  818  ;  5  Paige,  98 ;  9 
id.  834 ;  11  id.  228 ;  Boyer  agt  Pack,  2  Denio,  107.)  The  case 
of  Jackson  agt  OampbeU  is  unlike  this  in  many  respects,  and 
is  no  authority  for  upholding  the  judgment  herein. 

The  justice  erred  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  compound  interest  on  the  account  he  purchased  of  Blivin, 
and  his  judgment,  as  well  as  that  of  the  county  cour^  must  be 
reversed  with  costs. 

Decision  accordingly* 

Vol.  XVn.  17 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
John  Fairbakkb  agt  Patbiok  Tregxnt,  Jr.,  andotiha& 

"  A  party  to  an  actaon  or  prooeeding  may  be  examined  as  a  witneaB  in  his  ofwn 
behalf,  the  same  as  any  other  witness."    (Oode^  g  399.) 

The  question  is,  does  this  dause,  taken  in  connection  with  the  rest  of  the  section, 
authorize  the  examination  of  a  non-resident  pttrty  on  his  own  behalf  en  cm- 
miesionf 

Held  (before  the  amendment  in  1869),  that  if  a  party  wishes  to  be  a  witnesB  inbia 
own  behalf  whether  he  resides  within  or  without  the  jorisdiction  of  the  ooort, 
he  shall  attend  in  person  on  (he  tnaif  unless  the  opposite  party  has  seen  fit,  hy 
his  own  act  in  giving  notite  of  his  own  exan^nation,  to'  foroe  him  to  be  a  wi^ 
ness;  in  which  case,  if  a  soB-resident^  he  may  b»  examined  on  ,€CPinisik)n 
(SeelfiycMat^endqfthceam:^ 

New-  York  General  Term^  January y  1859. 

The  defendant  was  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Michigan,  and 
an  application  was  made  by  him  for  the  examination  of  him 
self  and  other  non-residents  of  this  state,  on  his  own  behali 
No  notice  of  the  intended  examination  of  the  plaintiff  at  lie 
trial,  had  been  given,  and  it  was  insisted  by  him  that,  nnder 
such  circumstances,  a  commission  could  not  issue  for  the  ex 
amination  of  the  defendant  on  his  own  behal£  The  judge  at 
special  term,  in  Kings  county,  granted  the  motion.  After  a 
change  of  venue  to  the  city  and  county  of  New-York,  an  ap- 
peal to  the  general  term  was  taken. 

Wm.  Tbaot, /or  jpfawUtJ. 
L.  K.  ^iUSLEXL^  Jbr  defendants. 

By  the  court— Eoosevei/Tj  Justice.  The  Code  provideB 
that  "  a  party  to  an  action  or  proceeding  may  be  examined 
as  a  witness,  in  his  own  behalf  tiie  same  as  any  other  wit- 
ness." As  non-resident  witnesses  generally  may  have  their 
testimony  taken  by  commission,  on  written  interrogatories  and 
cross-interrogatories,  without  the  necessity  of  personal  attend- 
ance in  court,  it  is  insisted  that,  under  the  language  above 
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quoted,  the  same  rule  applies  to  non-resident  parties.  It  is 
undoubtedly  true  that  the  danse  in  which  the  aboye  provision 
occurs  contains  no  limitation  as  to  non-residence,  while  it  does  ' 
contain  certain  other  specific  restrigtions,  namely :  1st.  That 
"  the  adverse  party,  or  person  in  interest,"  shall  be  "  living ;" 
(although  it  is  not  perceived  how  a  dead  body  can  be  an  '^  ad- 
verse party  or  person)."  2d.  That  he  shall  not  be  the  assignee 
or  legal  representative  of  a  deceased  person.  8d.  That  the 
party  proposing  to  be  examined  shall  give  ten  days'  notice  of 
such  intended  examination.  And  applying  the  argument 
deduced  from  the  maxim  of  expreasio  unitis  exclusio  air 
teritts,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  a  non-resident  party,  who 
wishes  to  be  examined,  need  not  for  that  purpose  attend  in 
person. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  a  subsequent  clause  of  the  section  in 
question  overthrows  this  inference.  That  dause,  on  a  carefiil 
perusal,  will  be  found  to  be  confined  to  the  case  of  a  party  • 
receiving  a  notice  that  his  adversary  intends  to  be  examined, 
and  not  to  be  applied  to  the  case  of  a  party  ffiving  a  notice  that 
he  binaaelf  means  to  be  a  witness.  It  provides  that  on  receiv- 
ing such  notaoe  of  his  adversary's  intention  to  be  examined 
(whether  viva  voce  or  on  commission,  seems  immaterial),  he 
may,  if  a  non-resident,  have  his  own  examination  taken  by 
commission.  But  it  is  asked,  and  very  pertinentiy,  if  it  was 
intended,  by  the  first  clause,  that  a  non-resident  might  in  any 
event  be  examined  on  commission,  why  insert  another  clause 
that  he  might  do  so  in  the  particular  event  of  his  adversary's 
being  examined  7 

The  provision,  in  that  view  of  the  section,  would  be  entirely 
superfluous.  We  are  bound,  however,  to  give  it  some  effect 
if  practicable.  The  only  way  of  doing  so  is,  to  r^ard  it  as  ' 
limiting  still  further  the  generality  of  the  previous  language. 
And  so  interpreting  it,  the  result  would  be,  and  it  certainly  is 
not  an  objectionable  result,  that  if  a  party  wishes  to  be  a  wit- 
ness on  his  own  behalf,  whether  he  reside  within  or  without 
the  jurisdiction,  he  shall  attend  in  person  and  submit  to  an 
examination  in  the  face  of  the  court,  unless  the  opposite  party 
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has  seen  fit,  by  his  own  act,  to  force  him  to  be  a  witness.  In 
which  case,  if  a  non-resident,  he  need  not  make  a  distant  jour- 
ney, but  may  have  his  testimony  taken  on  written  interrogatories 
and  cross-interrogatories,  to  be  settled  and  transmitted  to  him. 
This  interpretation  gives  effect  to  all  parts  of  the  section,  and 
merely  requires  the  insertion  in  the^rst  clause  of  tlie  words 
"  on  the  trial,"  which  it  is  obvious  were  in  the  mind  of  the 
legislature,  and  are  necessarily  to  be  implied,  in  order  to  make 
the  whole  provision  harmonious  with  itself,  and  reasonable  in 
its  operation.  The  first  clause  of  the  section,  in  that  view, 
would  read  as  follows :  "  A  party  to  an  action  or  proceeding 
may  be  examined  (on  the  trial),  as  a  witness  in  his  ownbehali^ 
the  same  as  any  other  witness." 
Order  appealed  from,  reversed  without  costs. 

Note.— This  case  is  reported  16  Sow.  187,  where  the  opizdoa  of  Judge  Ixm, 
given  ftt  the  special  term,  will  be  found.  The  amendment  to  section  399  of  the 
Code  {see  Bowaird>8  Code^  eupplemeniary  chapter^  which  does  away  with  the  ne- 
cessity of  giving  noUce  of  the  intended  examination  of  a  party,  leaves  Judge 
Lott's  opinion  standing  as  good  authority  upon  this  question.  The  ground  d 
difference  in  the  foregoing  opinion,  to  wit:  the  giving  of  notice^  being  ohvifited, 
it  is  fair  to  Infer  that  the  opinions  of  Judges  Booasrsur  and  LOR  now 
^qrree.— (RspoBTBB. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


In  the  matter  of  the  claim  of  Agnes  Maby  Gbant  agt 
Et.tsha  W.  Chester,  gentleman,  &a 

Where  attorneys  at  law  receive  ;noney  for  investment,  in  their  prolMonal 
character,  the  right  exists  of  prooeedmg  aummarHy  against  them  to  oompel 
the  payment  over  of  such  money  in  their  hands.  It  is  not  eBaenttal  that 
they  should  have  reoeived  the  money  in  any  suit  or  legal  prooeeding^  or  that 
they  should  have  been  employed  to  commence  legal  prooeedinga. 

New-  York  Special  Temtj  December^  1858. 

This  was  an  application  made  by  Mra  Agnes  Mary  Grant, 
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to  compel  the  defendant  Chester,  an  attorney  of  this  court,  to 
pay  over  to  her  moneys,  the  proceeds  of  drafts  placed  by  her 
in  his  hands,  early  last  summer,  to  invest  upon  bonds  and 
mortgages.  In  July  or  August,  she  determined  to  make  a 
different  use  of  the  money,  and,  as  it  was  not  then  loaned  on 
bond  and  mortgage,  gave  him  notice  that  she  should  want  it 
in  October  and  November.  On  the  1st  of  November,  she 
called  upon  him  for  it,  and  he  reftised  to  give  it  up  to  her,  in- 
sisting that  he  had  promised  to  loan  it  on  bond  and  mortgage, 
and  also  that  he  had  received  information  that  the  money  was 
in  some  way  trust  funds,  and  that,  until  he  could  obtain  infor- 
mation from  England  in  relation  to  the  manner  Mrs.  Grant 
obtained  them,  he  would  not  pay  them. 

W.  TKXCY,for  Mrs.  OranL 
E.  W.  Chbstbb,  in  person, 

Balcom,  Justice.  This  is  a  motion  to  compel  Elisha  W. 
Chester,  an  attorney  of  this  court,  to  pay  over  certain  moneys 
in  his  hands  to  Mrs.  Agnes  Mary  Grant ;  and  the  affidavits 
and  papers  read  on  the  hearing  have  satisfied  me  that  the 
moneys  in  question  belong  to  Mrs.  Grant.  They  were  received 
by  Mr.  Chester  on  drafts  delivered  to  him  by  Mrs.  Grant ;  and 
there  is  no  satisfactoiy  evidence  that  they  belong  to  any  other 
person. 

The  moneys  were  received  by  Mr.  Chester  to  invest  on  bond 
and  mortgage  for  Mrs.  Grant ;  but  he  has  not  invested  them 
on  such  security.  He  has  loaned  a  portion  thereof  on  a  note, 
or  in  some  other  manner  not  authorized  by  Mrs.  Grant  And 
I  am  of  the  opinion,  notwithstanding  the  very  friendly  feeling 
that  exists  between  the  parties,  that  Mr.  Chester  would  not 
have  been  employed  by  Mrs.  Grant  to  invest  her  moneys,  if 
he  had  not  been  an  attorney  ;  also,  that  he  was  intrusted  with 
her  moneys  in  consequence  of  his  being  an  attorney,  and  re- 
ceived the  same  in  his  professional  character. 

Attorneys  are  frequently  employed  to  invest  money  for  their 
clients  ;  and  whenever  they  receive  money  in  their  profession 
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al  character,  the  right  exists  of  proceeding  summarily  against 
them  to  compel  the  payment  over  of  such  money  in  their 
hands.  It  is  not  essential  that  they  should  have  received  the 
money  in  any  suit  or  legal  proceeding,  or  that  they  should 
have  been  employed  to  commence  legal  proceedings.  (4  HiUj 
42.)  And  I  think  Mr,  Chester  is  liable,  within  these  rules,  to 
be  proceeded  against  summarily  to  compel  him  to  pay  over  to 
Mrs.  Grant  the  moneys  in  his  hands  belonging  to  her.  His 
alleged  good  motive  in  retaining  the  moneys  to  saye  them  for 
her  children,  or  to  prevent  her  from  making  an  ipmrovident 
loan  of  the  same,  is  no  legal  excuse  for  his  refusal  to  pay  them 
to  her  when  she  requested  him  to  do  so.  Mr.  Chester  has  a 
demand  against  Mrs.  Grant  for  services  rendered  in  making 
investigations  preparatory  to  loaning  her  money  on  bonds  and 
mortgages,' and  I  am  unable  to  determine,  upon  the  affidavits 
and  papers  before  me,  the  exact  amount  of  money  Mrs.  Grant 
has  in  Mr.  Chester's  hands,  including  whatever  interest  thereon 
he  is  justly  liable  for,  over  and  above  the  amount  due  him  for 
his  services.  It  is,  therefore,  ordered  that  the  matter  be  re- 
ferred to  the  Hon.  Charles  A.  Peabody,  to  ascertain  and  report 
to  the  court  the  balance  due  Mrs.  Grant  from  Mr.  Chester, 
over  and  above  his  claim  against  her  for  services.  Either  party 
may  be  examined  on  oath  before  the  referee,  at  the  instance  of 
the  other,  or  in  his  or  her  own  behalf  And  upon  filing  the 
referee's  report,  an  order  may  be  entered  that  Mr.  Chester  pay 
over  to  Mrs.  Grant  the  balance  of  money  that  shall  be  found 
due  her  by  the  referee,  within  ten  days  after  the  service  on  him 
of  a  copy  of  such  order. 
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SUPREME  COUBT. 

Gasdkeb  p.  Andrews,  administrator,  &a,  of  Blanchard, 
agt  Fbakcis  B.  Walle<;^e,  administrator,  &c.,  of  Fair- 
child. 

A  swTogale  has  no  jurisdiction,  on  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  to  try  the  yalidity 
or  merits  of  his  daim,  when  disputed  by  the  execntor  or  administrator. 
{This  agrees  with  Mageey  admr.^  agt  Vsddsr^  6  Bmrb.  d5S ;  amd  JMsosufo/g  a^ 
Bank  cf  WasMngiou,  UBaHf.  60.) 

New- York  General  Term,  May,  1859. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  surrogate  of  the  city  and 
oountj  of  New-York,  deqiding  as  to  the  validity  of  the  olaim 
of  a  creditor. 

f)r  appeUanL 

for  respondent 


By  the  ooort — ^Ingbabah^  Justice.  The  question  submitted  " 
to  us  on  this  appeal  is,  whethw  the  surrogate  has  jurisdiction 
on  l^e  petition  of  a  creditor  to  try  the  validity  of  his  claim 
when  disputed  by  the  executor  or  administrator.  The  surro- 
gate in  this  case  assumed  to  do  so,  and  decided  against  the 
administrator,  who  now  appeals  to  this  court. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  there  is  no  express  authority  in 
the  statutes  authorizing  such  a  trial  There  are  cases  where 
the  surrogate  has  limited  powers  to  make  the  investigation  as 
to  disputed  claims,  but  none  of  those  cases  extends  to  a  case 
like  the  present.  In  8  A  /X  5th  ed.  pp.  188-9,  §§  18, 16,  such 
power  is  given  to  the  surrogate ;  but  that  is  a  case  where  the 
executor  or  administrator  applies  for  leave  to  sell  real  estate 
to  pay  debts,  and  where,  of  course,  he  admits  the  debt  to  be 
valid.  In  such  a  ease,  the  heir  or  devisee  is  permitted  to  deny 
the  validity  of  the  claim,  to  show  that  the  real  estate  should 
not  be  sold,  and  the  surrogate's  decision  only  applies  to  that 
question. 
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In  Sd  vol  R  8. p.  162,  §  78,  a  like  power  is  giyen  altera 
final  accoundDg,  to  settle  as  to  the  claims  of  creditois,  l^tees, 
&c.,  but  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  snoh  authority  eyen 
there  is  given  to  try  the  validity  of  a  claim  which  is  totally 
rejected  by  the  executor. 

In  8d  vol  R.  S.  p.  175,  the  provisions  for  reference  of  dis- 
puted claims  show  that  the  legidatuie  did  not  intend  to  place 
the  trial  of  them  under  the  control  of  the  surrogate ;  for  in  aucli 
cases  the  statute  requires  the  agreement  to  refer  to  be  filed  in 
a  law  court,  and  the  proceedings  thereon  to  proceed  to  judg- 
ment in  that  court,  before  the  surrogate  can  act  in  diiectiDg 
its  payment 

The  case  of  Fitzpatridi  agt  Brady  (6  HtU,  681),  relied  upon 
by  the  respondent,  merely  holds  that  the  proceeding  before 
the  surrogate,  on  petition  of  a  creditor  to  anticipate  payment  of 
a  claim  before  eighteen  months  had  expired  after  letters  testa- 
mentary, necessarily  involved  an  examination  as  to  the  valid- 
ity of  the  claim,  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  as  to  the 
propriety  of  granting  the  order  asked  for ;  but  the  same  case 
holds  that  such  examination  was  not  binding  upon  the  parties, 
and  only  concluded  the  creditor  as  to  his  application  to  anti- 
cipate the  payments,  leaving  him  to  his  action  at  law  to  enforce 
the  debt,  if  disputed  by  the  executor  or  administrator. 

The  case  of  Kidd  agt  Chapman  (2  BaH>.  Oh.  Rep.  4U)  was 
upon  a  judgment  against  the  testator,  and  the  decision  in  that 
case  has  been  considered  as  not  baaed  on  a  reference  to  the 
statutes  above  referred  to.  In  WesUm  agt  Baptist  Ed.  SocidLy 
(10  Barb.  Rep.  808),  the  correctness  of  that  case  is  doubted, 
and  Justice  Brown  then  held  that  the  surrogate  had  no  au- 
thority to  take  cognizance  of  a  disputed  claim  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  creditor. 

In  Magee,  admr.,  Sc,  agt  Vedder  (6  Barb.  &  C.  Rep.p.  852), 
the  general  term  at  Albany  held  expressly  that  the  surrogate 
had  no  power  to  decide  upon  the  validity  of  a  daim  against 
an  estate  when  such  claim  is  disputed  by  the  executor.  The 
full  examination  of  the  question  in  that  case,  by  Mr.  Justice 
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Harris,  seems  to  render  any  further  discussion  at  ibis  time 
mmecessaiy. 

In  Disosway,  admr.^  agt  Th^  Bank  of  Washington  (24  Barb. 
S.  C.  Rqp.  p.  Q0\  the  same  doctrine  was  held  by  the  Monroe 
general  term,  and  the  court  there  say,  that  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  only  apply  to  undisputed  claims,  and  that  the  leg- 
islature intended  that  the  power  to  adjudicate  upon  the  valid- 
ity of  a  debt  claimed  against  the  estate  of  a  testator  should 
remain  exclusively  with  the  courts  of  law  and  equity,  where  it 
appropriately  belongs. 

With  these  decisions  we  concur,  but  even  if  we  doubted  the 
correctness  of  either  of  them,  we  think  that  two  successive  de- 
cisions of  general  terms  concurring  on  the  same  point,  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  state,  should  be  treated  by  us  as  authority 
until  reversed  by  a  higher  tribunal. 

It  is  a  co-ordinate  branch  of  the  same  court,  and  uniformity 
of  decision  throughout  the  state  is  so  desirable  as  to  call  for 
respect  by  the  general  terms  in  the  different  districts  for  the 
decisions  of  each  other,  unless  in  some  special  case  and  for 
special  reasons  a  court  might  feel  compelled  to  depart  there- 
firom. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 
William  Titus  agt  Peter  Belysa. 

In  the  pablication  of  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt  in  thia  case  (16  Bow,  371),  holdmg 
that  in  cases  of  publicatton  the  name  of  the  staU  should  appear  in  the  sum- 
monB  or  complaint,  and  that  the  Ume  and  place  of  filing  the  complaint  should 
be  stated  in  the  body  of  the  summons  as  published,  &c.,  it  does  not  appear  that 
Mr.  Justice  Rosekrans  dissented. 

In  order,  therefore,  to  place  the  learned  justice  right  on  the  record,  his  dissent  is 
DOW  published  in  his  own  words,  the  authenticity  of  which,  on  perusal,  will 
not  be  doubted.    Under  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  on  this  question, 
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oonaidered  a  preyailing  opinion. 

General  Term^  Fourth  DistricL 

BosEKRAKS,  Justice,  (dissenting).  The  objection,  that  the 
summons  does  not  state  where  the  complaint  '^is  or  will  be 
filed,"  is  not  well  taken.  Section  180  of  the  Code  only  re- 
quires that  the  summons  shall  state  where  the  complaint  ^'is 
or  will  be  filed,"  in  cases  where  the  complaint  is  not  served  with 
the  summons.  This  language  refers  to  any  mode  of  service 
allowed  by  law,  whether  personally  or  by  publication.  It  is 
not  confined  to  cases  of  personal  service.  In  this  case,  the 
order  of  the  county  judge  required  that  a  copy  of  the  summons 
and  complaint  should  be  deposited  in  the  post-office,  directed 
to  the  defendant,  at  Plainfield,  New-Jersey,  his  place  of  resi- 
dence, and  the  proof  of  service  showed  that  this  was  done. 
This,  in  connection  with  the  publication  of  the  summons,  is  one 
of  the  modes  of  service  authorized  by  law.  (Cbcfc,  §  185.)  But 
even  if  this  is  not  an  answer  to  the  objection,  it  would  be  hy- 
percritical to  hold  that  the  statement  in  the  summons,  "  t/tai 
the  complaint  vnll  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  Montgomery  county ^^ 
is  not  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  180th  section 
of  the  Code.  The  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  feet, 
lind  the  parties  are  presumed  to  know  that  the  clerk  of  a  county 
is  an  officer  who  keeps  a  public  office,  in  which  records  and 
other  papers  in  actions  are  filed.  Papers  filed  with  a  clerk 
are  presumed  to  be  filed  in  his  office,  and  a  statement  that 
papers  will  be  filed  with  the  clerk  is  equivalent  to  stating  that 
they  will  be  filed  in  his  office.  Such  is  the  language  of  the  Code 
itself,  which  is  presumed  to  be  understood  by  persons  of  ordi- 
nary understanding.  Section  416  says,  "  the  summons  and 
the  several  pleadings  in  an  action  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk^^ 
Ac.  (Section  246,  sub,  1.)  "  In  any  action  arising  on  contract 
for  the  recovery  of  money  only,  the  plaintiff  may  file  with  the 
clerk.^^  (Section  282.)  '*  On  filing  a  judgment  roll,  &c.,  it  may 
be  docketed  unih  the  clerk  of  the  county  where  it  is  rendered, 
and  in  any  other  county,  upon  the^iii^  with  the  clerk  thereof 
a  transcript,"  Ac.     (Section  884.)    The  statement  (on  confes- 
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sion  of  judgment)  "  may  he  filed  vnih  a  county  clerks  or  a  derk 
of  the  superior  court.''  Notice  of  his  proceedings  "  the  plain- 
tiff may  file  with  the  derk^^  Jkc,     {Section  182.) 

No  one  except  the  defendant,  so  far  as  has  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  this  court,  ever  had  any  doubt  about  the  mean- 
ing of  this  expression.  It  is  sufficient  to  answer  the  require- 
ment of  section  130.  Nor  was  the  plaintiff  required  to  state,  in 
his  summons,  in  what  state  the .  county  of  Montgomery  was, 
with  the  clerk  of  which  the  complaint  was  to  be  filed.  The  Code 
no  where  requires  it  Unless  the  defendant  has  been  devoting 
special  attention  to  the  study  of  geography,  since  the  judgment 
in  this  action  was  rendered,  he  knew,  as  well  before  the  suit  was 
commenced  as  after  judgment,  the  fact  affirmed  by  his  coun- 
sel, that  "  there  are  fifteen  states  in  the  United  States,  in  which 
there  is  a  county  narned  MontgomeryP  Unless  the  court  takes 
judicial  notice  of  the  fact,  it  cannot  avail  the  defendant,  as  lie 
has  furnished  no  information,  in  the  papers  for  this  motion,  that 
it  is  a  fact.  The  law  presumes  that  the  publication  of  the 
summons  in  two  newspapers  and  the  post  mark  on  the  letter 
inclosing  the  summons  and  complaint  in  this  state,  will  give 
the  defendant  information  as  to  the  state  in  which  the  proceed- 
ings are  being  taken,  or  at  all  events  will  furnish  him  suffi- 
cient information  to  put  him  upon  inquiry  or  an  examination 
of  his  geography  and  atlas,  and  thus  discover  in  which  of  the 
states  he  is  sued.  And  if  suc^  search  after  this  knowledge 
does  not  result  successfully,  I  know  of  no  other  mode  of  the 
defendant's  overcoming  his  difficulties,  under  the  present  state 
of  the  law,  except  by  taking  up  his  course  of  travel  into  "  each 
of  the  fifteen  states  in  which  there  is  a  county  narned  Montgomery  ^^'^ 
with  the  risk  of  not  reaching  the  right  one,  until  he  has  visited 
the  foiirteen  in  which  he  has  not  been  sued.  Perhaps  this  is 
the  reason  for  the  provision  allowing  the  defendant  seven  years, 
after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  to  come  in  and  defend,  a 
period  of  sufficient  length  to  allow  the  defendant  to  perform 
his  journey  on  foot  The  attorney  for  the  defendant  has  not 
informed  the  court  whether  each  of  the  "  fifteen  states  in  which 
there  is  a  county  named  Montgomery,"  contains  a  "  village  ot 
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Canajoharie,"  which  is  the  place  where  the  stunmons  in  this 
case  informs  the  defendant  that  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff 
keep  their  office,  and  where  "  in  the  county  of  Monigomenf^  the 
defendant  must  serve  his  answer.  If  such  should  be  the  case, 
the  difficulties  of  the  defendant's  pursuit  of  knowledge  would 
be  greatly  enhanced,  and  the  Code  should  be  amended  by  al- 
lowing the  defendant  fourteen  years  after  judgment  to  come  in 
and  defend,  instead  of  seven.  Such  a  case  did  not  probably 
occur  to  the  codifiers  or  the  legislature,  or  they  would  have 
made  suitable  provision  for  it. 

We  think,  too,  that  the  object  of  the  185th  section  of  the 
Code  is  answered  by  the  statement  subjoined  to  the  sunmions, 
that  "  the  complaint  in  said  action  was  filed  in  the  clerk's 
office  of  the  county  of  Montgomery,  on  the  1st  day  of  October, 
1867."  True,  the  letter  of  the  statute  is,  that  "  the  summons^ 
as  pvhlisJied,  must  state  the  time  and  place  o/JiUng  the  complaint^ 
( Codej  section  185,  last  clatise.)  The  spirit  and  intent  of  the  act, 
however,  are  to  be  regarded  rather  than  its  letter,  and,  if  the  ob- 
ject of  the  section  is  obtained,  its  letter  may  be  disregarded  in 
slight  particulars.  Qui  hosret  in  litera  hxret  in  cortice — ^The 
letter  killeth,  but  the  spirit  maketh  alive. 

But  the  whole  notice  published  may,  in  &ct,'be  regarded  as 
the  summons.  The  first  words,  "  Cook  &  Morrill,  plaintiff's 
attorneys/'  preceding  the  words  which  are  called  a  notice,  may 
be  regarded  as  surplusage ;  they  are  clearly  unnecessary,  and 
surplusage  does  not  vitiate.  The  only  object  of  retaining 
them  is,  that  the  letter  of  the  order  of  the  judge  for  publication, 
which  requires  "  the  annexed  summons  "  to  be  published,  may 
be  complied  with.  We  think,  however,  that  the  order  would 
have  been  legally  and  sufficiently  complied  with,  even  if  the 
names  of  the  attorneys  had  been  erased  fi*om  the  end  of  the 
summons  annexed  to  the  order,  and  subscribed  after  the  state- 
ment of  the  time  and  place  where  the  complaint  was  filed. 

The  affidavit,  on  which  tne  order  for  publication  was  granted, 
was  sufficient  to  authorize  the  making  of  the  order.  It  states 
''  that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  this  state,  that  he 
resided  iu  Plainfield,  New-Jersey,  and  that  he  cannot  be  found 
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in  tbifl  state  after  due  diligence."  The  only  objection  to  the 
affidavit  is,  that  it  does  not  state  what  diligence  had  been  used*. 
The  Code  requires  that  if  the  fact,  that  the  defendant  cannot  be 
found  within  the  state  after  due  diligence,  appears  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  court  or  judge,  the  court  or  judge  may  grant 
the  order  for  service  by  publication.  The  fact  of  non-residence 
of  the  defendant  tends  to  prove  the  inability  to  find  him  in  the 
state.     (5  How.  Pr.  Rep.  8,  4 ;  8  How.  Pr.  Sep.  416.) 

It  is,  at  least,  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  offi- 
cer, especially  in  connection  with  the  other  statement,  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  found  within  the  state.  The  language  of 
this  statute  is  different  firom  that  under  which  attachments 
are  issued  by  justices  of  the  peace.  (2  R.  &  ith  ed.  481,  §  26 ; 
ib.  461,  §  212.)  These  latter  require  that  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances  to  establish  the  grounds  for  the  application  shall  be 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  but  the  185th  section  of 
the  Code  does  not  require  such  statement.  It  only  requires 
that  the  fact  of  inability  to  find  the  defendant,  after  due  dili- 
gence, shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  and  we 
think  that  proof  of  the  defendant's  non-residence,  with  a  posi- 
tive statement  that  he  cannot  be  found,  is  sufficient,  if  the 
order  is  granted.  The  granting  of  the  order  is  evidence  that 
the  judge  is  satisfied  on  that  subject.  It  was  so  held  by 
Barculo,  J.,  in  Roche  agt.  Ward  (7  Bow.  Pr.  R.  416),  which 
was  a  direct  proceeding  to  vacate  the  order.  Besides,  the  or- 
der of  the  judge  proves  itself  and  its  recitals  (18  How.  Pr.  R. 
48,  45),  and  that  states,  that  it  appeared  to  his  satis&ction  that 
the  defendant  could  not,  after  due  diligence,  be  found  in  this 
state.  The  Code  does  not  require  that  the  affidavit,  on  which 
the  order  of  publication  is  granted,  should  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment roll,  and,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  papers  pre- 
sented are  those  upon  which  the  order  was  granted,  the  court 
should  presume  that  a  sufficient  affidavit  was  presented  to  the 
judge  to  justify  the  granting  of  the  order.  The  court  is  not 
informed  as  to  what  papers  were  presented  to  the  judge,  ex- 
cept as  the  inference  is  drawn  from  the  affidavit  unnecessarily 
annexed  to  the  judgment  roll.    It  was  incumbent  upon  the 
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defendanlv  ifheaouglit  to  ayail  liimaelf  of  sochaaotgeotioiiylo 
show  affinxuktivelj  that  the  affidavit  annexed  to  the  judgment 
roll  was  the  only  one  presented  to  the  judge. 

The  Code  does  not  require  that  the  eomplaint  shall  be  filed 
before  the  order  for  publication  is  made,  but  only  that  it  shall 
be  filed  before  publication.  .  There  is  no  force  in  the  objection, 
that  the  county  where  the  trial  is  to  be  had  can  only  be  de- 
termined so  &r  as  regards  the  granting  of  the  order  by  the 
complaint  An  affidavit  by  the  plaintifl^  that  the  trial  is  to  be 
had  in  a  particular  county,  wiU  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose 
of  conferring  jurisdiotion  upon  the  county  judge  of  the  coun- 
ty named,  to  grant  an  oilier  for  publication. 

Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  direction  of  the  order,  that  a 
copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  be  forthwith  deposited 
in  the  post-office,  was  not  complied  with.  The  order  is  dated 
Sept  SO,  1857.  The  court  is  not  informed  by  the  defendant's 
papers  where  the  county  judge  resided,  nor  at  what  time  of 
day  on  the  80th  September  the  order  was  granted ;  nor,  if 
transmitted  by  mail  by  the  county  judge  to  the  plaintiff's 
attorneys,  at  what  time  it  reached  them,  nor  that  they  did  not 
forthwith,  or  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its  receipt,  deposit 
a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  in  the  post-ofiice  as 
required.  The  defendant  should  have  shown  some  ficts  firom 
which  it  would  appear  that  the  terms  of  the  order  were  not 
complied  with,  instead  of  leaving  the  inference  that  it  was 
not  complied  with  to  be  drawn  from  the  date  of  the  order  and 
the  time  of  mailing  the  summons  and  complaint  The  deposit 
of  the  summons  and  complaint  in  the  post-office  should  be 
deemed  a  compliance  with  the  order  and  the  statute,  if  made 
with  reasonable  dispatch  after  the  order  has  reached  the  hands 
of  the  attorney  who  obtains  it,  allowing  the  time  for  the  trans- 
mission of  the  order  by  the  regular  course  of  the  mail,  where 
the  officer  does  not  reside,  or  the  court  which  grants  the  order 
does  not  sit,  in  the  same  place  where  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
resides,  and  time  to  make  copy  of  simimons  and  complaint 
after  the  attorney  receives  the  order  fix>m  the  judge  or  the 
court    The  lapse  of  two  days,  between  the  date  of  the  order 
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and  the  depoating  of  the  soiomons  and  oomplaint  in  the  post 
offioe,  in  the  absence  of  all  proof  showing  lachesi  is  not  soffi- 
cient  to  sustain  the  objection  that  thej  were  not  mailed  as 
required  by  the  co^er. 

We  think,  too,  that  the  proof  of  publication  in  the  Albany 
Atlas  and  Argus  was  suf&cient.  The  order  required  that  the 
summons  should  be  published  in  a  newspaper,  printed  and 
published  in  the  city  of  Albany,  called  the  Albany  Atlas  and 
Argus.  The  affidavit  of  publication  was  taken  in  the  city 
and  county  of  Albany.  The  deponent  swore  that  he  w^ 
foreman  in  the  office  of  the  Albany  AHas  and  Argus.  Thai  the 
summons  vxia  printed  (and  this  implies,  that  it  was  in  a  paper), 
thai  it  uHis  printed  and  published  in  said  Albany  Atlas  and  Ar- 
gus (and  this  imports  that  the  paper  in  which  it  was  printed 
was  called  the  Albany  AHas  and  Argus\  and  thai  it  was  regu- 
larly published  onoe  in  each  week  for  six  iveeks  successively 
(and  this  imports  that  the  Albany  Atlas  and  Argus  was  a 
paper  printed  and  published  regularly  and  weekly).  Its 
name  and  the  place  of  its  office  import  that  it  was  a  paper 
printed  and  published  in  the  city  of  Albany.  The  court  will 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  known  laws  of  business,  and  will 
infer  that  a  paper  which  is  regularly  printed  and  published 
weekly,  and  in  which  legal  notices  are,  published,  is  a  news- 
paper, and  that  if  the  foreman  in  its  office  resides  in  the  city 
of  Albany,  and  its  name  is  the  Albany  AHas  and  Argus^  that 
it  is  published  in  the  city  of  Albany.  But  the  proof  of  serv- 
ice is  not  a  jurisdictional  matter,  but  merely  a  matter  of  prac- 
tice. The  defect  in  the  affidavit  of  publication  is  merely  an 
irregularity,  and  this  is  not  one  of  the  defects  pointed  out  in 
the  notice  of  motion.  Besides,  it  could  be  amended  if  amend- 
ment was  necessary.    We  do  not  deem  it  necessary. 

The  complaint  sufficiently  specifies  the  name  of  the  court 
in  which  the  action  is  brought,  and  the  county  in  which  the 
trial  was  to  be  had.  We  have  already  said  aU  that  is  deemed 
necessary,  to  answer  the  latter  part  of  the  objection  in  relation 
to  the  fifteen  states  in  each  of  which  there  is  a  county  named 
Monigomery.     The  plaintiff's  counsel  suggests,  but  furnishes 
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no  proof,  that  eleven  of  the  "  fifteen  states  haymg  a  coanly 
named  Montgomery  "  have  a  supreme  court  If  such  is  the  feet, 
(and  the  defendant  should  have  given  some  proof  of  it,  if  he 
desired  to  base  an  argument  upon  it),  we  think  it  is  unneoes- 
sarj  to  designate  the  court  as  being  in  any  particular  state, 
or  to  describe  the  state  by  metes  and  bounds.  The  law  pre- 
sumes that  suitors  in  court  know  something. 

There  is  no  rule  of  practice,  nor  of  law,  which  requires  that 
the  record  of  judgment  should  show  that  the  plaintiff  or  his 
agent,  was  examined  as  to  payments  made  upon  the  demand 
in  suit.  It  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  the  court,  before  which 
the  judgment  was  obtained,  omitted  to  take  the  oath  of  the 
plaintiff,  which  the  246th  section  of  the  Code  requires. 

These  reasons  are  sufficient  to  sustain  the  order  of  the 
special  term,  without  regarding  the  question  of  laches.  On  that 
question  it  is  only  necessary  to  say,  that  the  defendant  admits 
that,  about  the  1st  January,  1858,  he  heard  that  the  action 
was  commenced,  but  did  not  hear  the  particulars  thereof  He 
does  not  deny  that  he  heard  at  that  time  in  what  court 
it  was  commenced,  or  in  what  county  the  papers  were 
filed.  If  he  did  not,  he  is  to  be  deemed  peculiarly  fortunate 
in  having  ascertained,  within  a  montK,  in  which  of  the  eleven 
staies  of  the  fifteen  having  a  county  named  Montgomery^  in  wWcft 
there  was  a  supreme  court,  the  records  of  judgment  in  the  case 
were  filed.  It  is  probable  that  he  heard  of  the  judgment 
about  the  1st  January,  1858.  To  get  relief  fix)m  any  technical 
irregularities  in  the  proceeding,  where  the  party  has  no  merits, 
he  must  move  with  more  expedition  than  this  defendant  did. 

The  order  of  special  term  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 
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A^n  action  broag^lit  to  recover  penalties  incnrred  hj  the  erection  of  buildiDga  in 
violation  of  the  Are  laws  (Sees.  Leuoay  1849,  p.  118),  and  for  the  judgment  of 
the  court,  in  accordance  with  the  proviaLons  of  the  statute,  that  the  several 
buildings  be  taken  down  and  removed  (as  a  common  nuisance),  is  an  action 
where  the  trial  Ifyjury  is  absolute,  and  caunot  be  denied.  There  is  nothing  in 
such  a  case  which  necessarily  forms  the  grounds  of  equity  jurisdiction. 

And  such  an  action^  if  determined  on  the  judgment  asked,  was  not  one  in  use 
-when  the  constitution  of  1846  was  adopted,  nor  was  the  provision  violated 
contained  in  any  statute  in  existence  at  that  time.  But  regarded  as  an  ac* 
tion  at  law  to  recover  a  penalty,  or  to  remove  a  nuisance,  is  an  addition  to  a 
class  of  oflfences  and  actions  well  known  and  defined,  and  in  which  the  mode 

.  of  trial  was  by  jury,  and  was  well  known  and  In  use  prior  to  the  constitation 
of  1846. 

General  Term,  June,  1859. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  penalties  incnrred  by 
the  erection  of  four  buildings  in  violation  of  the  fire  laws  par- 
ticularly designated  in  the  complaint,  and  for  the  judgment  of 
the  court,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  that 
the  several  houses  be  taken  down  and  removed.  When  the 
cause  was  called  at  the  special  term,  the  plaintifTs  counsel 
moved  that  it  be  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury.  The  de- 
fendant's counsel  claimed  a  trial  by  jury.  The  judge  presid- 
ing decided  that  the  action  should  be  tried  by  the  court  with- 
out a  jury,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  This  presents  the 
first  question  on  appeal. 

•  By  the  courtr— Brady,  Judge.  The  Code  (§  253)  pro- 
vides that  an  issue  of  fact  in  an  action  for  the  recovery 
of  money  only,  or  of  specific  real  or  personal  property,  or 
for  a  divorce  from  flie  marriage  contract,  on  the  ground 
of  adultery,  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless  a  jury  trial  be 
waived  as  provided  in  section  266,  or  a  reference  be  ordered, 
as  provided  by  sections  270,  271.    Section  256  provides  that 
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every  other  issue  is  triable  by  the  court,  which,  however,  may 
order  the  whole  issue,  or  any  specific  question  of  iBwt  involved 
therein,  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  and  rule  69  of  the  supreme  court 
in  force  when  this  action  was  tried,  and  which  stated  the  prac- 
tice under  this  section,  declared  that  in  cases  where  the  trial 
of  issues  of  fact  was  not  provided  for  in  section  253  of  the 
Code,  if  either  party  should  desire  a  trial  by  jury,  such  party 
should,  within  ten  days  after  issue  joined,  give  notice  of  a 
special  motion  to  settie  the  issues,  or  might  refer  the  settle- 
ment of  them  to  a  referee.  This  is  not  one  of  the  class  of  cases 
to  be  tried  by  a  jury  specifically  mentioned  in  section  253.  It 
is  not  for  the  recovery  of  money  only.  It  is  to  recover  pen- 
alties, and  for  the  removal  of  buildings  erected  in  violation  of 
law,  and  no  application  was  made  for  a  jury  trial,  in  confor- 
mity with  rule  69,  mpra.  Unless,  therefore,  the  constitutional 
right  of  trial  by  jury  has  been  violated,  the  defendant  was 
not  entitied  to  a  trial  in  tlut  mode.  The  Constitution  (§  2, 
art.  1),  adopted  1846,  provides  that  the  trial  by  jury,  in  all 
cases  in  which  it  has  been  heretofore  used,  shall  remain  invio- 
lable forever.  But  that  a  jury  trial  may  be  waived  by  the 
parties,  in  all  civil  cases,  in  the  manner  to  be  prescribed  by 
law.  The  Code  (§  266)  provides  that  the  trial  by  jury  may 
be  waived  by  the  several  parties  to  an  issue  of  fiwjt  in  all 
actions  on  contract,  and  with  the  assent  of  the  court  in  other 
actions  in  the  manner  following : 

1.  By  failing  to  appear  at  the  trial. 

2.  By  consent  in  person  or  by  attorney,  to  be  filed  with  the 
clerk,  and 

8.  By  oral  consent  in  open  courts  and  entered  in  the 
minutes. 

The  defendant  having  appeared  at  the  trial,  and  not  having 
consented  thereto,  the  trial  by  jury  was  not  waived  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  law,  and  it  only  remains  to  be  con- 
sidered, whether  this  action  is  one  in  which  a  trial  by  jury 
was  in  use  prior  to  the  Constitution  of  1846,  By  the  26th 
section  of  the  act  for  the  more  efiectual  prevention  of  fires 
in  the  city  of  New-York,  &c.,  passed  March  6,  1849  {Laws  of 
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1849,  |).  118),  every  dwelling-house,  store,  store-bouse,  ash  hole, 
ash  house,  shed,  or  other  building  of  any  description  whatever 
mentioned  before  in  that  act,  which  shall  be  erected,  built, 
roofed,  repaired,  altered,  enlarged,  built  upon,  or  removed, 
contrary  to  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  contained  in  the 
preceding  sections,  is  declared  to  be  a  common  nuisance ;  and 
the  justices  of  the  supreme  court,  and  justices  of  the  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer  and  general  jail  delivery,  and  the  justices 
of  the  court  of  general  sessions  of  the  peace,  within  the  city 
of  New- York,  have  cognizance  of  the  offence,  and  are  em- 
powered, upon  conviction,  to  adjudge  such  fines  and  penalties 
as  they,  in  their  discretion,  shall  think  fit  and  proper,  and  also, 
in  their  discretion,  to  cause  such  nuisances  to  be  abated  and 
removed.    By  the  80th  section  of  the  same  act,  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  of  New-York,  and  the  court  of  common 
pleas  for  the  city  and  county  of  New- York,  in  addition  to  the 
power  of  enforcing  the  penalties  provided  by  law,  and  by  the 
act,  for  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  are  en- 
dowed with  power  to  restrain  by  injunction  on  further  erec- 
tion of  a  building,  in  an  action  to  be  brought  by  the  fire 
department,   and  to    adjudge  and   decree  that  a    building 
erected  in  violation  of  the  statute  shall  be  taken  down  and 
removed,  the  statute  imposing  only,  as  a  preliminary  to  the 
exercise  of  this  jurisdiction,  that  ten  days'  notice  to  remove  the 
violation  shall  be  given.  The  nuisance,  it  will  thus  be  perceived, 
and  the  penalty  and  forfeiture  incurred  are  declared  by  statute. 
The  erections  which  the  statute  was  designed  to  prevent 
would  not  be  nuisances  at  common  law,  jper  se,  and  the  conse- 
quences of  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  law  on  the 
subject  are  those  only  which  are  prescribed.     None  of  the 
acts  of  the  legislature  prior  to  the  act  of  1849,  in  term?, 
conferred   power  upon  the  courts  in  an  action  at  law,  not 
only  to  enforce  the  penalty,  but  to  adjudge  that  the  viola- 
tion be  taken  down  and  removed  or  abated.    Some  of  them 
contained  a  provision,  declaring  the  violations  a  common  nui- 
sance, and  authorized  the  courts  on  indictment  and  conviction 
to  abate  and  remove  them.    {Act^  April  9,  1813,  §  60,  62,  78; 
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Act,  April  11,  1855,  §  2,  4,  5;  Ad,  April  12, 1822,  |  8, 4; 
Act,  April  9, 1823,  12;  Act,  March  21, 1827,  %2;Act, May  1, 
1829, 1  2;  Act,  AprU  20, 1880,  §  17,  22 ;  Ad,  April  30, 1839, 
§8.) 

This  action,  if  determined  on  the  judgment  asked,  was  not 
one  in  use  when  the  constitution  of  1846  was  adopted ;  nor 
was  the  provision  violated  contained  in  anj  statute  in  exist- 
ence at  that  time.  It  is  true  that  the  common  law  remedy  by 
writ  of  nuisance,  was  retained,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  (2  B.  &  SSSf,  2d  ed.)  In  that  proceeding,  the  jury,  if 
the  court  so  ordered,  could  view  the  premises ;  and  if  the 
plaintiff  prevailed,  the  judgment  followed  that  the  nuisance  be 
removed^  and  that  he  recover  his  damage.  So  in  all  actions 
founded  upon  damages  resulting  from  a  nuisance,,  the  trial  by 
jury  prevailed.  There  was  a  distinction,  however,  between  a 
common  and  a  private  nuisance.  On  account  of  the  former, 
no  action  would  lie  by  an  individual,  unless  be  suffered  some 
extraordinary  damage  beyond  the  rest  of  the  people,  or  some 
peculiar  or  special  injury,  in  which  case  he  should  have  a  pri- 
vate satisfaction  by  action.  (3  Bl.  Com.  22Q ;  Lansing  agt> 
SmiUi,  4  Wend.  9,  per  Walworth,  J. ;  WiUard's  Eq.  Ju.  889 ; 
Pcnniman  agt  K  Y.  Balance  Oo.j  13  How.  Pr.  Bep.  40 ;  R&ixt 
agt  Same^  id.  649.) 

The  statute  of  1849  is  a  remedial  statute,  in  the  natnue  of  a 
police  regulation,  designed  for  the  protection  of  life  and  prop- 
erty ;  and  the  penalties  imposed  for  a  violation  of  it  are  given 
to  the  fire  department  exclusively.  The  consequences  of  such 
violation  may  be  highly  penal.  The  accused,  as  we  have 
seen,  may  be  punished  by  fine  and  his  property  destroyed, 
when  the  proceeding  is  by  indictment,  and  when  by.  action  the 
penalty  may  be  recovered  and  the  property  destroyed.  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary,  in  disposing  of  the  exception  taken,  to 
consider  how  far  it  is  affected  by  the  constitutional  provision 
that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  because  I  think  it  may  be  disposed  of  on  the 
first  constitutional  right  or  privilege  suggested.  It  is  said,  by 
Johnson,  J.,  in  Wynehamer  agt  2'ke  People  (3  Kern.  426^  in 
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reference  to  tHe  first  part  of  Art  1,  §  2,  of  the  Constittitioii, 
-viz. :  "  The  trial  bj  jury,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  herdto- 
fore  been  used,  shall  remain  inviolate  forever,"  that  the  ex- 
pression ''  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  heretofore  been  used"  is 
generic ;  that  it  does  not  limit  the  right  to  the  mere  instances 
in  which  it  had  been  used,  but  extends  it  to  such  new  and 
like  cases  as  might  afterwards  arisen  and  illustrates  this  view 
by  stating  that  felonies  were  tried  by  a  jury,  and  if  a  new 
felony  were  created,  it  must  be  tried  in  that  way.  The  appli- 
cation of  that  principle  disposes  of  the  question  in  hand.  A 
common  nuisance  is  a  misdemeanor,  and  indictable  at  common 
law  (  WhxiTUyris  Or.  Law^  4) ;  but  the  indictment  was  not  tri- 
able  in  the  special  dessions  (2  R.  &  711,  §  1 ;  714,  §22) ;  and 
when  an  action  was  brought  by  an  individual  to  recover  dam- 
ages resulting  from  a  common  nuisance,  the  action  proceeded 
according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  and  there  was  a 
trial  by  jury.  The  violation  complained  of  in  this  action  is  de- 
clared a  common  nuisance,  and  the  statute  declaring  it  has  not 
prescribed  the  mode  of  triaL  The  rule,  applicable  to  an  indi- 
vidual suing  for  damages  occasioned  by  a  common  nuisance, 
would  apply  to  a  trial  to  recover  a  penalty  imposed  by  the 
statute,  at  which  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a  jury  in 
a  justice's  court,  if  demanded.  {Act  q/'lSlS,  2  R  L.  570,  §  95 ; 
2  R.  S.  242,  §  98.)  And  at  all  events,  in  a  court  of  record 
proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  in  a 
court  (2  jB.  S.  409,  §  4.)  This  action,  then,  regarded  as  one 
at  law  to  recover  a  penalty  or  to  remove  a  nuisance,  is  an  ad- 
dition to  a  class  of  offences  and  actions  well  known  and  defined, 
and  in  which  the  mode  of  trial  was  by  jury,  and  was  well 
kmown  and  in  use  prior  to  the  Constitution  of  1846.  It  is  no 
answer  to  the  conclusion  thus  expressed,  that  the  court  of 
chancery  had  jurisdiction  to  restrain  and  abate  a  nuisance,  and 
that  having  acquired  jurisdiction  for  any  purpose,  that  court 
retained  it  generally.  The  power  of  the  court  of  chancery  to 
interfere  in  cases  of  nuisance  cannot  be  doubted,  although  it  is 
stated,  as  an  elementary  rule,  that  in  many  of  the  oases  indict- 
able as  common  nuisances  courts  of  equity  have  no  cogni- 
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zance  (  WiUarcPs  Equity^  889 ;  Eden  on  Injunctions^  160) ;  and 
it  seems  that  the  relief  was  oonfined  to  the  restraint  or  abate- 
ment of  the  nuisance.  A  prayer  for  damages  would  be  stxicb 
en  out  {Brady  agt  Weeks^  8  Barhcrwr'a  &  CI  JB^p.  157.)  The 
courts  did  not  always  interfere  in  cases  of  common  nuisance. 
The  court  of  king's  bench,  in  Itex  agt.  Justices  of  Dorset  (15 
East,  694),  refused  to  interfere,  and  left  the  party  to  his  lem- 
edy  by  indictment  These  authorities  are  referred  to  not  for 
the  purpose  of  questioning  the  power  of  the  court  of  chanoeiy, 
where  its  interposition  was  asked  in  cases  of  nuisance,  but  to 
show  that  there  was  a  distinction  between  common  and  pri- 
yate  nuisances  recognized  in  that  court  But  conceding  this 
power  in  cases  of  nuisance,  public  and  private,  the  history  of 
that  jurisdiction,  and  all  the  cases  wherein  it  was  employed, 
wUl  show  that  it  was  exercised  by  injunction  and  on  biUs  filed 
expressly  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  that  process.  (2  Story's 
Eq.  %%  923,  924,  925 ;  Edm  on  Injunc.  157 ;  WHlard's  Eq.  Ju. 
888.)  And  there  ore  no  instances  to  be  found  in  which  the 
court  of  chancery  has  assumed  jurisdiction  to  abate  a  nuisance, 
and  decree  a  penalty  or  damages  for  its  creation.  As  we  have 
seen  {Brady  agt  Weeks^  supra),  the  supreme  court  of  this  state, 
acting  as  a  court  of  equity,  struck  out  the  prayer  for  damages 
as  multi&rious.  I  think  it  may  also  be  said  of  this  and  kin* 
dred  actions,  that  they  are  not)  in  their  nature,  such  as  would 
induce  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity.  The  plaintifis 
have  not  suffered  any  injury,  special  or  peculiar,  and  the  build- 
ing itself  would  not,  as  such,  (Occasion  injury  to  the  plaintiffs. 
{Penniman  agt  New  Torh  Balance  Oompany;  Hecker  agt  Sams, 
supra.)  The  nuisance  is  neither  prejudicial  to  health  nor 
offensive  to  the  senses,  and  does  not  present  any  of  the  features 
of  a  nuisance  known  to  equity  or  the  common  law.  Bat 
without  further  pursuing  this  view,  there  are  considerations 
which  claim  our  attention,  and  which  arise  £rom  the  pleadings 
and  the  statute  in  reference  to  which  they  were  framed. 

The  plaintiff  claim  a  penalty  and  the  removal  of  the  nui- 
sance ;  they  do  not  ask  for  an  injunction,  and  none  in  iaci  was 
neoesgary.    The  buildings  had  been  erected  when  the  action 
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was  commenced.  The  mischief  was  done,  and  there  was  no 
reason  or  ground  for  an  injunction.  An  injunction  would 
have  accomplished  nothing,  and  would  not  have  been  granted 
on  the  complaint  There  was  nothing  to  restrain.  The  action 
is,  in  form,  therefore,  an  action  at  law,  in  which,  by  the  stat- 
ute, the  plaintiffs  are  entitled,  on  proving  the  complaint,  to 
double  relief,  viz. :  judgment  for  the  penalty  claimed,  and  that 
the  nuisance  be  removed.  The  complaint  does  not  seek  the 
aid  of  equity  jurisdiction,  and  there  is  nothiog  in  the  case 
which  calls  for  its  interposition.  The  judgment  demanded  and 
rendered  would  not  have  been  granted  by  a  court  of  equity 
prior  to  the  Constitution  of  1846. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  complaint  and  nothing  in  the  case 
which  in  either  branch  of  it  necessarily  forms  the  ground  of 
equity  jurisdiction;  and  when  that  is  the  case,  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  is  absolute  and  cannot  be  denied  {Qreason  agt 
KeteltaSj  17  K  T.  Hep.  491),  while  the  whole  scope  of  the  ac- 
tion is  certainly  not  of  equity  cognizance.  Having  thus  consid- 
ered the  complaint  and  the  case  made,  if  we  turn  to  the  statute 
of  1849,  supra^  we  find  that  the  power  to  restrain  in  these  cases 
thereby  given  is  not  conferred  upon  the  supreme  court  and 
this  court  as  courts  of  equity,  but  in  addition  to  the  power  al- 
ready possessed  to  enforce  the  penalty,  which  power  to  enforce 
the  penalty  w««  to  be  exercised  according  to  tiie  course  of  the 
common  law,  and  by  which  course  a  jury  trial  was  a  right  se- 
cured. The  language  of  the  statute  shows  that  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  was,  to  confer  upon  the  courts  named  a  special 
jurisdiction  in  actions  to  be  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
recovery  of  the  penalties  imposed  for  violations  of  its  provis- 
ions. If  the  penalty  was,  in  &ct,  incurred,  then  the  statute 
was  violated,  and  a  common  nuisance  proved  to  have  been 
created.  The  court  might  then  direct  the  building  to  be 
removed.  The  inquiry  as  to  the  penalty  would  necessarily 
determine  the  question  of  nuisance,  and  thus  present  to  the  cx)urt 
aU  the  elements  requisite  for  the  judgment  to  be  given.  This 
comprehensive  provision  as  to  the  judgment  to  be  granted  did 
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not  ohange  the  character  of  the  action,  but  enlarged  the  relief 
to  be  granted.    My  conclusions  are  therefore  as  follows : 

1.  That  althou^  prior  to  the  constitution  of  1846  a  court 
of  equity  had  jurisdiction  in  <5ases  of  nuisance,  and  although 
this  court  possesses  general  law  and  equity  jurisdiction,  the 
complaint  herein  does  not,  by  any  averment  made  or  relief 
asked,  sack  the  aid  of  equity  jurisdiction. 

2.  That  in  these  actions  Uiis  court  acts  as  a  court  of  law  ex- 
clusively. 

8.  That  if  it  does  not  so  act,  then  this  action  is  in  form  and 
action  of  law ;  and, 

4.  That  in  either  point  of  view  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  a  trial  by  jury  on  the  issues  presented. 

The  judgment  should  therefore  be  reversed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Stephen  V.  Moers  agt.  Morbo,  Nehmeyes,  Ganb,  Moebt 
ING,  Haineman  and  Mabtens. 

Appeals  from  orders,  denying  motions  to  yaeate  orders  of  arrest^  are  not  to  be  6B- 
cooraged. 

The  mammoth  strike  which  the  six  defendants,  under  an  alleged  conspiracy  and 
fraudulent  representations,  made  in  this  case,  came  to  light,  and  appeared  in  the 
following  shape: 

Two  of  the  defendants,  a  firm,  proposed  through  a  third,  who  was  a  broker,  to 
purchase  of  the  plaintiiTupon  credit,  and  for  alleged  foreign  shipment,  $H^^ 
worth  of  seed  leaf  tobaoca  It  being  re^ffesentod  to  the  plaintiff  bj  the  broker 
and  the  fourth  defendant,  that  the  firm  was  worthy  of  credit,  and  that  the  fifth 
and  sixth  defendants  would  discount  their  notes  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  pa^ 
chase,  to  the  amount  of  $20,t)00. 

The  plaintiff,  before  the  sale,  saw  the  fifUi  defendant,  who  agreed  to  disooont 
$8,000  of  the  notes  in  three  or  four  daya  And  the  sixth  defendantalso  agreed 
to  discount  $14,000  of  the  notes.  Upon  these  representations,  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  make  the  sale,  and  left  with  the  broker  the  oeitiflcates  for  the  tobaoo(^ 
with  directions  not  to  deliyer  them  to  the  purchasers,  unless  they  paid  $6,000 
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in  ««ah,  and  gave  their  notes  for  the  residue  of  $34,000.  The  broker  deUveMd 
the  oertiflcates  to  the  purchasers,  without  reoeiving  the  notes,  and  the  phuntiff 
did  not  procure  them  untU  some  three  weeks  afterwards,  when  the  fifth  and 
sixth  defendants  refhsed  to  disoount  them,  for  the  alleged  reason,  that  too  long 
time  had  elapsed.  During  the  time^  the  purchasers  had  sold  the  tobaooo  in 
Hfew-Yoik  for  fifty  per  cent  below  what  tfaey  had  agreed  to  pay  for  it  The 
notes,  which  amounted  to  $28,000,  nor  any  part  of  them,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  had  been  paid. 
The  court  considered  that  as  the  defendant  had  made  no  opposing  alftdavits  on 
motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest^  it  was  well  to  let  it  stand. 

KeW'York,  General  Term^  April^  1869. 

Be/ore  BoosEVELT,  Dayies  and  Clerks,  Justices. 

This  action  is  brought  against  all  the  defendants,  charging 
them  with  having  entered  into  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the 
plaintiffs  out  of  a  large  amount  of  seed  leaf  tobacco.  An  or- 
der of  arrest  was  obtained  in  the  action,  and  the  defendants 
were  taken. 

It  appears  by  the  affidavit  that  the  defendants  Morro  and 
Nehmeyer  proposed,  through  the  defendant  Gaiis,  who  was  a 
broker,  to  purchase  tobacco,  to  the  amount  in  question,  of  the 
plaintiff  upon  credit;  it  being  represented  to  the  plaintiff 
that  the  tobacco  was  required  for  foreign  shipment  Morro 
and  Kehmeyer  were  represented  to  the  plaintiff  by  Gans  and 
the  defendant  Moering,  as  worthy  of  credit,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants Martens  and  Haineman  would  discount  the  notes  to 
be  given  by  them  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  tobacco,  to  the  amount 
of  $20,000.  Before  making  the  sale,  the  plaintiff  called  upon 
Martens,  who  informed  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  discount 
$8,000  of  the  notes  of  Morro  and  Nehmeyer,  that  he  "  wotdd 
be  ready  to  take  the  notes  in  three  or  four  days^^^  and  that  plain- 
tiff might  depend  upon  his  taking  them  within  that  time.  The 
plaintiff  called  upon  defendant  Haineman,  who  assured  plain* 
trffthat  he  would  discount  about  $14,000  of  Morro  and  Neh* 
xaey^s  notes. 

The  plaintiff  had  been  referred  to  Martens  and  Haineman, 
by  Gans  and  Moering.  Upon  these  representations,  plaintiff 
agreed  to  make  the  sale,  and  on  the  17th  of  March,  1858,  de- 
livered to  defendant  Gans  the  certificates  for  the  tobacco,  with 
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directions  not  to  deliver  them  to  Morro  and  Nehmeyer,  unleas 
they  paid  $6,000  in  cash,  and  gave  their  notes  for  the  residue 
of  the  purchase  money.  The  whole  amount  of  the  tobacco 
was  $84,000. 

Gans  did  deliver  the  certificates  for  the  tobacco  to  Morro 
and  Nehmeyer,  mthout  receiving  the  notes.  Plaintiff  called  fte- 
quently  for  the  notes,  but  was  unable  to  obtain  them,  until  the 
Slst  day  of  March ;  they  making  various  excuses  for  the  non- 
delivery. In  the  mean  time,  Morro  and  Nehmeyer  had  sold  the 
tobacco  in  Neu;-  York,  at  a  sum  nearly  fifty  per  cent,  below 
what  they  had  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  for  same. 

After  plaintiff  received  the  notes  for  the  tobacco,  he  called 
upon  Martens  to  discount  $8,000  of  the  amount,  who  declined 
to  do  so,  alleging  as  areason,  that  nearly  three  tveeks had ehpaed 
since  he  had  promised  to  disooumi  them. 

The  affidavit  charges,  that  Morro  and  Nehmeyer  had  pu> 
posely  withheld  the  notes  &om  plaintiff,  in  order  to  give  Mar- 
tens and  Haineman  an  excuse  for  refusing  to  discount  them. 
Morro  and  Nehmeyer  were  alteged  to  be  insolvent  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase ;  that  both  Martens  and  Haineman  knew  of 
this  insolvency ;  that  Martens  was  a  creditor  of  M.  &  N.,  to  a 
considerable  amount.  That  the  scheme  to  purchase  the  tobac- 
co, and  represent  that  said  Morro  and  Nehmeyer  had  an  order 
therefor  for  export,  and  that  said  Martens  and  Haineman  would 
discount  twenty  thousand  dollars  of  the  promissory  notes  of 
said  M.  &  N.  given  in  payment  for  said  tobacco,  was  concocted 
by  said  de/etidantSy  and  each  of  them  was  privy  {hereto^  for  the 
purpose  of  cheating  and  de&auding  the  plaintiff,  and  in  pur* 
suance  of  a  wicked  and  unlawful  combination  to  swindle  the 
plaintiff  out  of  said  tobacco.  The  notes  held  by  plaintiff  at 
the  time  the  action  commenced  amounted  to  $28,000,  neither 
of  which  had  been  paid. 

A  motion  was  made  at  special  term,  on  the  behalf  of  all  the 
defendants,  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest  Defendants  made 
no  opposing  affidavit  The  motion  was  denied,  and  the  de- 
fendant Martens  appealed  to  the  general  term. 
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HooPKB  0.  Van  YoBi&rj  for  plaintiff. 
John  A.  VosTEJ^for  d^endant  Martens. 

By  the  court — Davies,  Justice.  In  this  case  an  order  of 
arrest  was  granted  by  one  of  the  justices  of  this  court,  by  which 
all  of  the  defendants  have  been  arrested  On  a  motion  on  their 
behalf,  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest,  the  same  was  denied. 
This  motion  was  founded  solely  on  the  affidavits  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  without  any  denial  or  counter  affidavits  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them.  From  this  order, 
the  defendant  Martens  alone  has  appealed. 

We  do  not  think  appeals  fix)m  orders  of  this  character,  are 
to  be  encouraged.  The  order  of  arrest  is  a  provisional  reme- 
dy, not  affecting  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  when  the  party  is 
OQ  bail,  he  cannot  be  seriously  prejudiced  by  its  remaining  in 
force  until  the  final  termination  of  the  action. 

The  attention  of  the  court  has  already  twice  been  called  to 
these  £wts,  once  on  granting  the  order,  and  the  second  time 
on  the  motion  to  vacate  it.  Two  adjudications  have,  there- 
fore, already  been  had,  that  sl  prima  fotcie  case  has  been  made 
out  for  the  arrest  of  all  the  defendants,  and  the  facts  found  by 
the  court  below,  necessary  to  sustain  these  adjudications  on  an 
appeal,  are  to  be  deemed  as  established,  unless  the  contrary 
can  be  dearly  pointed  out.  We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that 
the  learned  justice  who  heard  the  motion  and  granted  the 
order  has  found  fapts  not  warranted  by  the  evidence  before 
hinL 

It  is  charged  in  the  affidavits,  and  not  denied,  that  a  con- 
spiracy to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiff  was  formed  by  all 
the  defendants ;  that  each  did  certain  acts,  as  part  of  the  gen- 
eral scheme,  having  that  object  in  view,  and  the  acts  and  de- 
clarations of  each  defendant,  in  thus  aiding  and  carrying  out 
the  general  scheme,  are  particularly  detailed.  The  actual  con- 
spiracy, being  charged  and  not  denied,  is  to  be  assumed  to  be 
established.  Each  of  the  defendants  is  deemed,  in  kw,  a  party 
to  all  acts  done  by  any  of  the  other  parties,  in  furtherance  of 
Aie  common  design.    (8  Oreenlea/^s  Mu  §  98.)    And  the  acts 
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and  declarations  of  the  other  conspirators  are  admitted  as  evi- 
dence against  each,  upon  the  principle  that,  by  the  act  of  con- 
spiring  together,  they  have  jointly  assumed  to  themselves  as  a 
body  the  attribute  of  individuality,  so  far  as  regards  the  prose- 
oution  of  the  common  design ;  that  rendering  whatever  is  doae 
or  sjdd  by  any  one,  in  furtherance  of  that  design,  apart  of  the 
res  geatoR,  and  therefore  the  act  of  all.  It  is  the  same  principle 
of  identity  with  each  other  that  governs  in  regard  to  the  acts 
and  admissions  of  agents,  v^hen  offered  in  evidence  against 
their  principals,  and  of  partners  against  the  partnership.  (8 
Qreenleafs  Ev.  %  94.) 

In  the  affidavits  before  us,  it  is  alleged,  and  not  denied,  that 
Martens,  at  the  time  he  agreed  to  discount  and  pay  cash  for  the 
notes  of  Morro  and  Nehmeyer,  for  the  tobacco  to  be  sold  to 
them  by  plaintiff,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  the  plaintiff  let 
them  have  the  tobacco,  "  well  knew  that  said  firm  of  Mono 
and  Nehmeyer  was  insolvent,  and  that  judgment  had  been  ob- 
tained against  them,  and  that  said  firm  had  no  credit  what- 
ever," and  that  at  the  time  said  firm  of  Morro  and  Nehmeyer 
was  indebted  to  Martens ;  that  he  was  intimately  acquainted 
with  the  business  and  transactions  of  said  firm,  and  then 
claimed  to  own  all  the  property  there  in  the  possession  of  said 
firm,  and  that  he.  made  the  representations  stated,  with  the  de- 
sign to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiff,  and  with  the  design  to 
get  said  tobacco  into  the  possession  and  under  the  control  ot 
Morro  and  Nehmeyer,  that  he  might  by  means  thereof  succeed 
in  realizing  the  amount  due  to  him  from  said  firm. 

With  these  statements  uncontxddicted  before  the  justice  at 
special  term,  we  are  not  surprised  that  he  refused  to  vacate  the 
order  of  arrest.  We  think  such  refusal  to  be  correct,  and  lie 
order  appealed  from  is  affirmed  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COUBT. 
John  B.  Bobst  agt  George  D.  Baldwik. 

Where  the  pIiuntifEj  on  trial  of  the  canse  at  the  circuit,  settled  with  one  of  the  de- 
fendants in  the  suit,  under  a  special  written  agreement,  hy  which  he  was 
allowed  to  take  judgment  in  the  action,  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  paj  on 
certain  conditions,  and  subsequently  the  plaintiff  sold  the  judgment,  subject  to 
the  agreement  made  with  the  defendant,  and  the  assignee  brought  an  action 
against  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  agreement  and  judgment,  on  the 
ground  of  the  deceit  and  fraud  of  the  defendant  in  making  the  agreement^ 

Beld,  on  demurrer,  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained.  The  assignment  of 
the  judgment  was  an  afiGynnance  of  the  judgment  by  tlie  original  plaintiff  and 
might  have  left  in  him  the  right  of  action  for  the  fraud,  but  such  assignment 
ooold  not  carry  with  it  such  right  of  action  to  the  assignee. 

New  •  York  Special  Term,  April,  1858. 
Demurrer  to  complaint.    The  facts  will  suffioieiitly  appear 
in  the  opinion. 

L.  H.  Y AS  Sen AICK,  for  plaintiff. 
"Wm.  B.  Leeds, /ar  defendant. 

Sutherland,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  had  a  claim,  arising 
on  contiract,  against  the  defendant  George  D.  Baldwin,  and  one 
William  H.  Adams,  who  were  co-partners  under  the  firm  name 
of  Adams  &  Baldwin,  as  bank-note  engravers,  for  $3,000,  and 
which  claim  the  plaintiff  assigned  to  one  John  C.  Ausman. 

Auaman,  as  assignee,  brought  an  action  in  this  court  on  the 
daim  against  Adams  &  Baldwin ;  and  issue  being  joined  there- 
in, the  action  was  noticed  for  trial  at  the  circuit. 

Baldwin  proposed  to  the  plaintiff,  acting  as  alleged,  as  the 
agent  of  Ausman,  in  the  management  of  the  action,  and  in  re- 
lation to  the  subject  matter  thereof  a  settlement  of  the  suit; 
and  it  was  settled  by  judgment  being  permitted  to  be  entered 
tip  against  the  defendants  in  the  action  for  $1,361.21,  in  pur- 
suance of  and  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  of  a  written 
agreement  entered  into  between  the  parties. 

By  this  agreement,  Ausman  stipulated  to  enforce  the  collec- 
tion of  the  judgment  out  of  the  separate  property  of  Adams, 
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and  not  out  of  the  property  of  Baldwin ;  and  to  use  all  lawM 
means,  by  execution  and  supplemental  proceedings,  to  enfoioe 
the  collection  of  the  judgment  out  of  the  property  of  Adams ; 
and  Baldwin  agreed  to  pay  Ausman,  in  bank-note  engraving 
and  printing  on  demand,  a  sum  not  exceeding  $680.62,  or  any 
deficiency  less  than  that  sum,  which  could  not  be  collected  out 
of  Adams ;  and  on  payment  of  such  deficiency,  not  exceeding 
$680.62,  Baldwin  was  to  be  released  from  the  judgment. 

The  complaint  in  this  case,  after  alleging  substantially  these 
fiicts,  alleges  that  this  settlement  and  the  agreement  under 
which  the  judgment  was  entered  were  all  brought  about  by 
the  fraud  of  Baldwin,  setting  out  the  facts  and  circumstance^ 
and  the  alleged  false  representations  of  Baldwin,  to  show  the 
fraud  ;  that  Adams  was  insolvent  and  Baldwin  knew  it ;  that 
nothing  had  been  or  could  be  collected  of  Adams,  although 
execution  had  been  issued  on  the  judgment,  and  supplemental 
proceedings  instituted  against  him ;  that  Baldwin's  fraud  was 
first  discovered  by  Ausman  and  the  plaintiff,  when  the  execu- 
tion was  issued ;  that  Baldwin  was  and  is  responsible,  and 
that  the  claim  could  have  been,  and  could  now  be,  collected 
of  him  ;  that  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  said 
**  Ausman,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  sold,  assigned  and 
transferred  the  said  judgment,"  against  Adams  and  Baldwin, 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  said  Adams  and  Baldwin  are  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff  on  the  judgment,  in  the  sum  of  $1,465.01, 
with  interest  thereon  from  November  28th,  1866. 

On  these  facts,  the  plaintiff  asks  in  his  complaint  that  the 
said  stipulation  or  agreement  may  be  set  aside  and  declared 
null  and  void,  and  for  such  other  relief  as  the  court  may  think 
proper  to  grant 

The  defendant  demurs  on  the  grotmd  that  the  complaint  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

The  question  and  the  only  question  raised  by  the  demurrer 
is,  whether  the  plaintiff,  as  the  assignee  of  the  judgment 
merely,  conceding  Ausman's  right  on  the  discovery  of  the 
fraud  to  bring  this  action  and  ask  for  the  relief  asked  for  by  the 
plaintiff,  can  bring  the  action  or  has  any  right  to  such  relief? 


NEW-YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  287 

The  Refonned  Protestant  Dutch  Ghtiich  agt  Brown. 

Ausman,  on  his  discovery  of  the  fraud,  conld  have  consid- 
ered the  judgment  void  or  voidable,  and  could  have  instituted 
an  action  or  proceedings  to  set  aside  the  stipulation  and  judg- 
ment, and  have  them  declared  void  on  the  ground  of  the  fraud, 
or  he  could  affirm  the  judgment  and  stipulation,  and  hold  Bald- 
win personally  responsible  in  an  action  for  the  deceit  or  fraud. 

Ausman's  assignment  of  the  judgment  to  the  plaintiff  was 
an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  by  Ausman,  and  may  have  left 
in  him  the  action,  or  right  of  action,  against  Baldwin  for  the 
fraud,  but  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  could  not  carry  with 
it  this  right  of  action  for  the  fraud ;  nor  was  it  susceptible  of 
assignment  so  as  to  give  the  assignee  a  right  of  action  in  his 
own  name.    {Zahrishie  agt.  Smithy  3  Keman^  822.) 

The  plaintiff  took  the  judgment  with  a  knowledge  of  the 
stipulation  restricting  its  operation,  and  must  be  presumed  to 
liave  taken  it  subject  to  the  stipulation,  and,  in  fact,  to  have 
taken  the  stipulation  as  a  part  of  the  judgment ;  and  it  would 
be  very  extraordinary  if  it  could  be  presumed  that  the  plaintiff 
took  under  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  a  right  at  the  same 
time  and  by  the  same  assignment  to  attack  and  repudiate  the 
judgment 

In  my  opinion  the  complaint  shows  no  cause  of  action  in 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  must  have  judgment  on  the 
demurrer  with  costs. 
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The  Keformed  Protestant  Dutch  Church  agt.  Susan  D. 
Brown,  executrix,  &c. 

Where  a  religions  society  made  a  preliminary  organization,  and,  afler  the  artkdea 
of  association  bad  been  executed,  the  defendant's  testator  told  those  in  charge 
of  the  erection  of  the  church  edifice  to  go  on  and  finish  it,  and  he  would  pay 
his  Bobscription, 

Beld^  that  this  promise  was  a  sufficient  waiver  of  the  conditions  in  the  original 

sabscription,  and  the  going  on  and  finishing  the  church  consUtuted  a  8ufficiQj)^r^^^^^^''^^^;N. 
consideration  to  sustain  the  promise,  /'  ^  '^'    >       V 


i     "^      .■^  -p         O 
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^  A  sabseriptiQn  made  before  a  corporation  is  in  mm^  with  a  view  to  a  flitare  inoor- 
poratioB,  is  binding,  and  the  corporation  when  organized  can  Bostain  an  aotkni 
"^      upon  it. 

New-  York  General  Term,  May,  1869. 

By  the  court — Pratt,  Justiae.  In  this  case  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  any  promise  was  made  by  the  defendant  to  pay  her 
subscription  after  the  plaintifl&  were  actually  and  legally  incor- 
porated. But  it  does  appear  that  after  the  society  had  made  a 
preliminary  organization,  and  after  the  articles  of  association 
had  been  executed,  the  testator  frequently  told  those  in  charge 
of  the  erection  of  the  church  edifice  to  go  on  and  finish  it^  and 
he  would  pay  his  subscription.  .  This  was  clearly  a  sufficient 
^  waiver  of  the  conditions  in  the  original  subscription ;  and  the 
fact  that  the  society,  on  the  faith  of  this  and  similar  promisea 
firom  others,  went  on  and  finished  the  church  edifice,  consti- 
.\^  tutes  a  sufficient  consideration  to  sustain  these  promises. 

The  only  remaining  question  of  any  moment  is,  that  the 
plaintifis  had  no  legal  existence  at  the  time  of  the  testator 
making  the  promises  upon  which  the  action  is  predicated. 
-^  It  is  claimed  that,  such  being  the  fact,  the  plaintiff  conld 
not  be  a  party  to  the  contract  But  it  has  been  repeatedly  de- 
cided that  a  subscription  made  before  a  corporation  was  in  esse^ 
with  a  view  to  a  future  incorporation,  was  binding,  and  that 
corporation,  subsequently  organized,  could  sustain  an  action 
upon  it  {Hamilton  and  Beansville  Plank  Road  Company  agt 
Sice,  7  Barb,  157 ;  Stanton,  President,  agt.  Wilson,  2  Hill,  153; 
Trustees  of  Farmington  Academy  agt  Alhn,  14  Mass.  E.  172.) 
In  this  case  the  promises  were  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  so- 
ciety thereafter  to  be  incorporated.  All  parties  contemplated 
the  subsequent  incorporation  of  the  society,  and  although  the 
promises  were  made  just  before  such  incorporation,  yet  a  po^ 
tion  of  the  work  was  done  afterwards.  Upon  such  incorpora- 
tion, therefore,  the  society  became  vested  with  the  claims 
against  those  who  had  agreed  to  pay  for  erecting  the  church  edi- 
^    fioe.,    I  think,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  should  be  aflirmed. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 
RosWELL  JuDSON,  respondent,  agt.  Daniel  Grat,  appellant 

The  oonrt  below,  wlule  an  appeal  is  pending  in  the  court  of  appeals,  as  they  for- 
merlj  had  after  writ  of  error  brought,  have  still  control  over  the  jndgment  in' 
regard  to  making  amendments,  and  the  judgment  is  still  regarded  as  remaining 
in  that  court  for  all  the  purposes  of  amendments. 
After  the  remittitur  has  issued  from  the  court  of  appeals  under  the  seal  of  that 
court,  and  has  been  delivered  to  the  prevailing  party,  as  is  the  practice  in  that 
oonrt,  with  a  view  to  have  it  remitted  to  the  court  below,  the  latter  cpurt  have 
jorifldletion  of  the  canae^  although  the  remittitur  ia  nai  aetuaUy  filed  with  the 
derk  below ;  and  if  a  new  trial  has  been  awarded,  the  court  below  may  go  on 
and  tiy  the  cause. 
And  where,  on  such  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant's  attorney  had  the  remit- 
titur in  his  hands,  which  he  had  neglected  to  file,  and  permitted  the  plaintiff  to 
go  nearly  through  with  the  trial,  supposing  the  remittitur  had  been  filed,  and 
the  defendant  then  sprung  the  point  that  the  remittitur  had  not  been  filed,  and 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case, 
iC^  that  the  defendant  could  not  thus  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong ;  he 
was  estopped  firom  urging  such  an  objection,  if  otherwise  good,  which  it  was 
not. 
Where  e  decree  and  order  of  reference  to  take  and  state  an  acQount  of  the  rents 
and  profits,  and  the  amount,  if  any  thing,  due  upon  the  mortgage,  after  apply* 
ing  the  rents  and  profits  towards  its  payment,  is  put  into  the  hands  of  the  ref- 
eree to  execute,  by  the  attorney  for  the  plaintifi",  the  plaintiff  becomes  liable 
fer  the  rrfere^s  fees,    Keither  party  can  be  said  to  be  the  prevaiUTig  party  in  the 
suit,  by  any  report  which  the  referee  may  make  instating  such  accounts.   That 
question  has  to  be  determined  by  the  final  decree  on  the  merits. 
Where  the  plaintiff 's  attorney  requested  the  plaintiff  to  give  him  his  note  for  the 
amoaDt  of  the  refbree's  fees,  with  a  promise  that  he  would  advance  to  the  ref- 
eree sach  fees  and  the  note  was  given  accordingly;  held^  that  the  referee  could 
sostaio  an  action  against  the  attorney,  upon  his  promise  thus  made. 
Whatever  may  be  said  in  regard  to  the  rule  in  England,  about  which  thero  has 
been  ^reat  conflict^  the  doctrine  with  us  is  settled,  that  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained on  a  promise  made  by  the  defendant  to  a  third  person,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  plaintiff,  without  any  consideration  moving  from  the  plaintiff.    All  that  is 
oecesBary  is,  that  the  promise  be  made  upon  a  valid  oonaderation  moving  from  I  ^ 
soeh^  third  person. 

This  action  was  to  recover  for  services  rendered  by  the- 
plaintiff  (respondent),  as  referee  in  a  can^e  commenced  in  the 
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ootirt  of  chanoerj,  and  brought  into  and  continued  in  the  Oth 
judicial  district,  wherein  Absalom  CaUdns  was  complainant, 
and  Asa  M.  Calkins  et  al  were  defendants. 

The  bill  filed  in  the  suit  last  stated  was  filed  to  redeem  oe^ 
tain  premises  from  the  lien  of  a  mortgage.  The  mortgagee  and 
those  claiming  under  him  had  been  in  possession  of  the  prem* 
ises  for  many  years,  and  Calkins,  the  mortgagor,  sought  in 
that  suit  to  redeem  and  to  compel  the  defendants  to  aooonnt 
for  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  reference  which  was  made  in 
the  suit,  to  this  plaintiff  as  referee,  was  to  take  and  state  an 
account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  amount,  if  any,  dne 
upon  the  mortgage,  after  applying  the  rents  and  profits  to- 
wards the  payment  of  the  mortgage.  The  defendant  in  this 
suit  (Gray)  was  the  solicitor  of  Calkins  in  that  suit,  and  as 
such  put  the  decree  and  order  of  reference  into  the  plaintiff's 
hands  to  execute,  and  the  matter  was  brought  to  a  hearing  be- 
fore said  referee,  on  a  notice  given  to  the  other  party  by  the 
defendant  Gray,  as  solicitor  for  Calkins ;  who  made  his  report, 
stating  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits.  The  plaintiff  as 
referee,  took  from  1500  to  2000  folios  of  evidence,  all  of  which 
was  taken  for  the  complainant  in  the  chancery  suit,  in  which 
the  present  defendant  was  the  solicitor  for  the  complainant 

On  the  second  hearing  before  the  referee,  the  attorneys  for 
the  respective  parties  agreed,  verbally,  that  the  referee  should 
charge  his  expenses  in  addition  to  his^r  diem  allowance  by 
statute,  if  he  would  take  the  testimony  at  South  New  Berlin, 
nineteen  or  twenty  miles  from  the  referee's  residence ;  although 
the  agreement  was  not  in  writing,  it  was  acquiesced  in  by  de- 
fendant. The  plaintiff's  fees,  as  referee,  were  duly  taxed  be- 
fore Justice  Mason,  December  4th,  1849,  at  $165.94. 

The  plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  in  the  supreme  court, 
which  was  appealed  to  this  court,  and  by  this  court  reversed 
(1  JSTemanj  408),  the  plaintiff  not  having  declared  on  the  de- 
fendant's promise  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  said  services  as  ref- 
eree. Accordingly  the  plaintiff  in  November.  1864,  by  motion 
amended  his  complaint,  by  declaring  on  the  promise,  and  the 
defendant  put  in  an  amended  answer,  denying  the  plromis^ 
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and  plaintiff  replied,  and  on  that  issue  the  action  was  tried  at 
the  dicuit  conrt  in  Chenango  county,  in  October,  1855,  by 
Justice  Shakkland,  who  held  said  circuit,  the  trial  by  jury 
having  been  waived  by  the  parties,  and  a  judgment  was  given 
for  plaintiff  for  $280.40,  besides  costs  in  tiiis  suit,  from  which 
defendant  appealed  to  the  general  term,  where  said  judgment 
was  affirmed. 

On  the  trial  of  this  cause,  the  defendant  Gray  insisted  that 
his  promise  to  pay  the  referee's  fees  was  gratuitous,  without 
consideration,  and,  therefore,  not  binding  on  him.  The  de- 
fendant also  assumed  that  the  supreme  court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  case,  as  a  remittitur  from  the  court  of  appeals  had 
not  been  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  supreme  court 

The  following  opinion  was  delivered  at  the  general  term  in 
the  supreme  court. 

By  the  court — Mason,  Justice.  The  defendant  claimed  and 
insisted,  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  that  the  court  had  no  ju- 
risdiction over  the  cause  or  the  person  of  the  defendant.  The 
objection  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  this  cause  had  been  ap- 
pealed to  the  court  of  appeals  from  a  former  judgment  of  this 
court  in  the  action,  and  the  judgment  had  been  reversed  and  a 
new  trial  ordered,  and  the  remittitur,  although  awarded  and 
sent  to  this  court,  had  never  been  filed  with  the  clerk  of  this 
court  It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  the  remitti- 
tur had  been  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  defends  in  per- 
son, and  that  upon  the  trial  he  put  it  in  evidence  in  the  case. 
He  called  Alfred  Purdy,  deputy  derk  of  Chenango,  and  proved 
by  bim  that  he  had  made  the  search  and  could  not  find  any 
remittitur  on  file  in  this  cause.  He  then  put  the  remittitur 
into  the  hands  of  Purdy  while  upon  the  stand,  and  proved  by 
him  that  the  paper  handed  to  him  was  the  remittitur,  and  that 
it  never  had  been  filed.  After  the  court  of  appeals  had  re- 
versed the  judgment  and  awarded  the  remittitur  ordering  a 
new  trial,  the  plaintiff  applied  at  a  special  term  of  the  supreme 
court  for  leave  to  amend  his  complaint,  which  was  opposed  by 
the  defendant  without  any  objection  being  raised  to  the  juris- 
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diction  of  the  court,  on  the  ground  that  the  remittitur  had  Bot 
been  filed.  The  court  allowed  the  amendment  on  the  payment 
of  some  $22  coets,  which  the  plaintiff  paid,  and  served  his 
amended  complaint,  and  the  defendant  answered  the  same. 
The  cause  was  then  noticed  for  trial  by  the  defendant^  and  the 
plaintiff  went  through  with  his  evidence  and  rested,  and  near 
the  close  of  the  defendant's  evidence  he  raised  the  question 
that  the  remittitur  had  not  been  filed.  The  defendant  relied 
upon  the  case  of  Burkle  agt  Luce  (1  Comstock  R.  209),  which 
holds  that  the  court  of  appeals  does  not  lose  jurisdiction  of  a 
cause  brought  up  bj  writ  of  error  until  the  remittitur  is  ac- 
tually filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  below.  The  argument 
of  the  defendant  is,  that  if  the  court  of  appeals  does  not  lose 
jurisdiction  until  the  remittitur  is  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the 
court  below,  that  the  court  below  does  not  acquire  jurisdic- 
tion until  the  remittitur  is  filed.  This  case  of  Burkle  agt.  Luce 
decides  no  new  doctrine,  it  but  affirms  prior  adjudications. 
(7  HiWs  R.  591  )2W.E.  221 ;  4  W.  R  188 ;  2  amsL  559.) 
And  in  the  case  of  Palmer  agt.  Lawrence  and  others  (1  Selden^ 
456),  it  was  held  that  when  the  order  entered  on  the  decision 
of  the  cause  in  the  court  of  appeals  does  not  correctly  state  the 
judgment  pronounced  by  that  court,  it  will  be  amended  on 
motion,  notwithstanding  the  remittitur  may  have  been  sent  to 
the  clerk  of  the  court  below  and  filed  there. 

I  am  aware  that  for  every  purpose  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
appellate  court,  the  record  itself  is  supposed  to  be  removed, 
although  in  point  of  fact  a  transcript  only  is  sent  {Brown  agt. 
Clarke,  8  J",  it  448 ;  Graham's  Pr.  954,  2ed.\2R.S.  596,  § 
42.)  The  court  below,  while  the  appeal  is  pending,  as  they 
formerly  had  after  writ  of  error  brought,  have  still  control 
over  the  judgment  in  regard  to  making  amendments,  and  the 
judgment  is  still  regarded  as  remaining  in  that  court  for  all 
the  purposes  of  amendment  {Graham^s  Pr.  667, 954 ;  2  Cow. 
408 ;  S  J.R95;  16  J.R  S18]  6  Cow.  R.606;  8  Oow.  R, 
746 ;  1  Oow.  R  66]  7  Cow.  R.  775.)  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
after  the  remittitur  has  issued  from  the  court  of  appeals  under 
the  seal  of  that  court,  and  has  been  delivered  to  the  prevailing 
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party,  as  is  tlie  practice  in  that  court,  with  a  view  to  have  it 
remitted  to  this  court,  that  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause,  and  if  a  new  trial  has  been  awarded,  that  this  court  may 
go  on  and  try  the  cauae*  It  does  not  follow  that  if  the  remit- 
titur is  returned  to  that  court  and  they  order  it  cancelled  as 
they  did  in  1  (hmstoek,  and  proceed  to  retain  jurisdiction  of 
the  cause,  that  this  court  has  not  acquired  jurisdiction  by  the 
remittitur  being  sent  to  this  court,  and  not  recalled,  although 
not  actually  filed  with  the  clerk, of  the  court.  But,  again,  I 
think,  as  an  amended  complaint  was  served  upon  the  defend- 
dant  personally,  and  he  answered  that  complaint,  and  then 
noticed  the  cause  for  trial,  that  this  court  thereby  acquired 
both  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  and  the 
person  of  the  defendant,  and  besides,  I  think  the  defendant 
cannot,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  be  permitted  to 
raise  this  point  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  and  make  it  the 
ground  of  exception.  He  had  the  remittitur  in  his  hands,  and 
it  was  his  duty  to  file  it,  and  if  he  is  allowed  to  mislead  the 
plaintiff  by  notidng  the  cause  for  trial,  and  let  the  plaintiff  go 
through  with  his  case,  and  then  spring  this  point  on  him  at  the 
end  of  the  trial,  it  seems  to  me  it  would  be  permitting  a  party 
to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong,  and  I  think  after  the  de- 
fendant, without  objection,  has  put  in  his  answer  and  taken 
issue  with  the  plaintiff,  and  noticed  the  cause  for  trial,  and  per- 
mitted the  plaintiff  to  go  through  with  his  case  upon  the  sup- 
position that  the  remittitur  was  filed,  that  we  may  well  hold 
him  estopped  to  urge  this  objection,  if  it  were  held  otherwise 
a  good  objection,  but  I  do  not  think  the  objection  tenable. 

I  regard  it  too  clear  to  render  any  discussion  of  the  matter 
at  all  profitable,  that  Absalom  Calkins  was,  and  is  liable  to 
the  plaintiff  for  his  fees  in  executing  the  order  of  reference  in 
the  suit  of  Calkins  agt.  Isbell,  Tucker  and  others,  A  bare  state- 
ment of  the  case  is  quite  sufficient  to  make  his  liability  entirely 
apparent.  That  was  the  case  of  a  bill  filed  by  Calkins  to  re- 
deem certain  premises  from  the  lien  of  a  mortgage.  The  mort- 
gagee, and  those  claiming  under  him,  had  been  in  possession 
of  the  premises  for  many  years,  and  Calkins,  the  mortgagor, 
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sought  in  that  suit  to  redeem  and  to  compel  the  defendants  to 
account  for  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  reference  which  was 
made  in  the  suit,  to  the  plaintiff  as  referee  therein,  was  to  take 
and  state  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  amount^ 
if  any  thing,  due  upon  the  mortgage,  afber  applying  the  rents 
and  profits  towards  the  payment  of  the  mortgage.  The  de- 
fendant, Gray,  was  the  solicitor  of  Calkins  in  that  suit,  and  as 
such  put  the  decree  and  order  of  reference  into  Judson's  hands 
to  execute,  and  the  matter  was  brought  to  a  hearing  before 
said  referee,  on  a  notice  given  to  the  other  by  the  defendant 
Gray,  as  solicitor  for  Calkins,  who  made  his  report,  stating  an 
account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  the  amount  due  on  the 
mortgage,  and  the  fact  that  he  reported  several  hundred  dol- 
lars due  on  the  mortgage  does  not  make  the  defendants  the 
prevailing  party,  so  as  to  cast  the  duty  upon  fchem  to  pay  the 
referee's  fees.  Neither  party  can  be  said  to  be  the  prevailing 
party  in  the  suit,  by  any  report  which  the  referee  may  make 
in  stating  the  accounts.  If  Calkins  shall  ultimately  sustain 
this  bill,  and  get  a  decree  allowing  him  to  redeem  on  the  pay- 
ment of  just  the  sum  that  Judson  reported  due  on  the  mort- 
goge,  he  will  be  the  prevailing  party  in  the  suit 

The  said  Calkins  being  thus  clearly  liable  for  Judson's  fees 
in  executing  that  order  of  reference,  the  defendant  Gray,  as 
his  solicitor  in  that  suit,  wrote  to  Calkins  on  the  8d  of  March, 
1849,  inclosing  a  note  of  $156  94,  payable  to  said  Gray  or 
bearer,  saying  to  Calkins  that,  if  he  would  sign  that  note  and 
return  it  to  him,  he  would  advance  to  Judson  his  fees  as  ref- 
eree. The  note  was  signed  by  Calkins  and  returned  to  Gray, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  brought  this  suit  to  recover,  upon  Gray's 
promise  thus  made,  the  amount  of  his  fees  as  referee  in  that 
suit,  and  having  recovered  before  Justice  Shankland,  in  the 
circuit  court,  the  defendant  claims  and  insists  that  he  is  not 
liable,  and  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed.  I  have  ab* 
stained  from  stating  any  of  the  subsequent  dealings  betweea 
Calkins  and  the  defendant  in  regard  to  that  note,  as  they  were 
all  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  which  was  on  the  4th 
of  March,  1850.    They  could  not  do  anything  to  prejudice 
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the  plaintiff's  rights  after  that  If  he  had  a  good  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  the  defendant  at  the  commencement  of  this  snit, 
by  no  agreement  nor  by  any  arrangement  between  Calkins  and 
(rray  could  it  be  released  or  discharged.  Whatever  may  be 
said  in  regard  to  the  rule  in  England,  and  there  seems  to  have 
been  great  conflict  of  opinion  over  the  question  in  Westminster 
Hall,  the  doctrine  may  be  regarded  as  settled  with  us,  that  an 
action  may  be  maintained  on  a  promise  made  by  the  defend- 
ant to  a  third  person  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  without^ 
any  consideration  moving  from  the  plaintiff.  All  that  is  re- 
quired is,  that  the  promise  be  made  upon  a  valid  consideration 
pioving  firom  such  third  person.  I  will  only  refer  to  some  of 
the  cases  which  have  vindicated  this  principle :  IJ.  B.  140 ; 
10  e7;i?.  412;  8  j;  RS9]  IS  J.  R  496;  4  C6w.B.iS2;  9 
Cow.  B.  639  \  6  W.B.  285  ;  2  Dmio  J?.  45 ;  4  Denio-B.  97. 
The  doctrine  prevails  in  most  of  our  sister  states :  10  Mass. 
R  287 ;  17  Mass.  B.  575,  400 ;  2  Metcal/B.  381,  402,  403 ;  7 
Ckish.  B.  887,  840.  The  courts  of  Massachusetts  have  de- 
clared the  doctrine  in  unqualified  terms  that  when  one  person, 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  engages  with  another  by  simple 
contract  to  do  some  act  for  the  benefit  of  a  third,  the  latter, 
who  would  enjoy  the  benefit  of  the  contract,  may  maintain  an 
action  for  the  breach  of  such  engagement.  (7  Oush.  340,  and 
cases  above  cited  ;  1  Parsons  on  Contracts^  890.) 

The  same  rule  is  held  in  the  courts  of  Pennsylvania :  Hurd 
agt.  HoWship,  2  Wails'  B.  104 ;  see  also  7  C(mn.  B.  847.  This 
doctrine  does  not  rest  upon  the  ground  of  any  actual  or  sup- 
pofied  relationship  between  the  parties,  as  some  of  the  earlier 
cases  would  seem  to  indicate,  nor  upon  the  reason  that  the  de- 
fendant, by  entering  into  such  an  agreement,  has  impliedly 
made  himself  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff.  It  rests  upon  the 
broader  and  more  satisfactory  basis,  that  the  law,  operating  on 
the  act  of  the  parties,  creates  the  duty  and  establishes  the  priv- 
ity, and  implies  the  promise  and  obligations  on  which  the  ac- 
tion is  founded.  The  case  at  bar  falls  clearly  within  this 
principle.  The  agreement  in  question,  having  been  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  on  a  suflBcient  consideration,  and 
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having  been  adopted  by  him,  he  can  midntain  this  actioii 
against  the  defendant  upon  such  agreement  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  money  should  actually  come  into  the  defendant's 
hands  to  render  him  liable.  Any  property  which  he  may  le- 
oeiye  is  a  good  consideration  for  his  agreement  to  pay.  {JEl 
loood  agt.  Monk,  5  W.  R.  285 ;  Baker  agt  Buddin,  2  Denio  R 
45 ;  Arnold  agt.  Lyman,  17  Mass.  R  400.)  In  the  latter  case, 
a  creditor  in  failing  circumstances  placed  property,  consisting 
of  securities  and  goods,  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  took 
from  him  a  written  agreement  reciting  such  deposit,  and  prom- 
ising to  pay  certain  debts  enumerated,  and  among  them  that 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  court  held  the  action  maintainable. 
The  same  was  held  on  a  transfer  of  property  in  the  case  of 
ElvxHxi  agt.  Monk,  5  W.  R,  285,  and  2  Denio  R  45,  and  so  in 
the  case  of  Cleveland  agt.  Farley^  4  Cow.  R.  482,  affirmed  in  er- 
ror, 9  Cow.  R.  689,  where  C,  in  consideration  of  hay  delivered 
to  him  by  M,  promised  to  pay  M.'s  debt  to  F.,  the  court  held 
that  F.  could  maintain  an  action  against  C.  upon  the  agreement 
The  note  of  Absalom  Calkins  was  a  valid  security  in  the  hands 
of  the  defendant,  and  a  good  and  sufficient  consideration  for  his 
promise  to  pay  Calkins^  debt  to  the  plaintiff  The  court  com- 
mitted no  error  in  the  rejection  of  the  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant,  and  there  was  much  of  the  evidence  given  by  the 
defendant  which  was  improperly  admitted,  and  cannot  in  any 
manner  affect  the  issue  between  the  parties.  The  judgment 
should  be  affirmed. 
The  case  was  submitted  to  this  court  on  appeaL 

Henry  R.  Mygatt, j??r  respondent 
Nicholas  Bill,  for  appellant 

March  Term,  1859.  The  judgment  was  affirmed  with  costs, 
and  ten  per  cent  damages.  No  opinion  was  written  in  this 
court. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
Cornelius  Baker  and  others  agt.  George  Seely. 

Where  a  party,  for  the  purpose  of  securing,  with  other  obligations,  a  promissoiy 
note  made  by  himself  executed  a  chattel  mortgage  to  the  payee,  and,  after  the 
note  had  been  protested  for  non-payment,  through  an  agent  of  his  paid  the  note 
aft  the  bank,  unknown  to  the  payee^  and  procured  another  loan  fh>m  a  third 
party  upon  the  same  note,  and  to  secure  which  the  payee  assigned  to  such  third 
party  so  much  of  the  chattel  mortgage  as  would  secure  the  amount,  and  on 
foreclosure  of  the  chattel  mortgage  by  the  payee  and  the  collection  of  the  whole 
amount, 

Miid,  that  the  payee  of  the  note  by  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage  was  estopped 
firom  saymg  that  the  note  had  been  paid,  and  the  mortgage  ezting^oished  pro 
ianio.  He  was,  the  tristee  of  the  third  party  to  the  extent  of  their  inl^rest  in 
the  mortgage,  and  bound  to  account  to  them  for  such  interest  The  latter  was 
not  a  party  to  any  f^ud,  if  any  was  practiced  on  the  payee. 

Niew'  York  Special  Term^  June^  1859. 
The  lactB  of  the  case  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Davibs,  Justice.     The  facts  as  they  appeared  on  the  trial  of 
the  canse  are  substantially  as  follows :  Seely,  the  defendant, 
was  the  owner  and  holder  of  certain  promissory  notes  of  one 
Baldwin,  and  among  them  a  note  for  $1,000,  dated  October 
29,  1855,  payable  twenty-two  months  from  date,  and  which 
was  payable  to  Seely's  order.    The  payment  of  this  note  and 
others  was  secured  to  Seely  by  a  chattel  mortgage,  executed 
by  Baldwin  to  him,  and  which  chattel  mortgage  Seely  held  on 
the  9th  of  September,  1867.    Seely  indorsed  the  note,  and  de- 
posited it  in  the  Citizens'  Bank,  where  it  was  payable,  and  on 
the  first  of  September,  1857,  it  was  protested  for  non-payment, 
and  after  such  protest,  an  agent  of  the  maker,  Baldwin,  called 
at  the  bank  and  paid  the  amount  of  it,  and  took  the  note.  Such 
i^ent  then  applied  to  the  plaintiff  for  an  advance  of  money 
upon  the  note,  representing  that  it  was  secured  by  a  chattel 
mortgage  to  the  defendart  Seely.    The  plaintiffe  made  appli- 
cation to  Seely  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  this  representation, 
and  proved  it  to  be  so. 
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On  the  9th  of  September,  1857,  the  (Jefendant  made  and  exe- 
cuted to  the  plaintiflFs  an  assignment  in  the  words  following: 

"  For  value  received  I  hereby  sell,  assign  and  set  oyer  to 
Cornelius  Baker  &  Son,  that  certain  promissory  note  made  by 
Andrew  H.  Baldwin,  payable  on  the  first  day  of  September, 
1857,  for  one  thousand  dollars,  and  to  which  a  certain  chattel 
mortgage  upon  the  lease  and  furniture  of  the  National  Hotel 
in  Cortlandt  street,  New-York,  is  held  as  collateral,  and  which 
mortgage,  to  the  extent  of  said  note,  is  hereby  assigned  to  said 
0.  Baker  &  Son. 

"  Geo.  Seely. 

''  New-York,  September  9th,  1857." 

The  plaintiffs,  upon  the  delivery  to  them  of  said  note,  pro- 
test and  assignment,  proceeded  upon  the  faith  thereof  to  make 
an  advance  to  them,  and  advanced  the  sum  of  $950. 

Seely,  the  mortgagee,  subsequently  proceeded  to  foredoee 
the  chattel  mortgage,  and  collected  the  amount  of  the  mort- 
gage. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  the  complaint  as  originally  framed,  prayed 
for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  property  covered  by 
the  chattel  mortgage,  and  a  sale  of  sufficient  to  pay  the  amount 
due  to  them.  Under  this  complaint  as  thus  presented,  it  is 
clear  that  all  necessary  parties  were  not  before  the  courts  and 
the  grounds  of  objection  taken  in  the  learned  and  able  argu- 
ments of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  would  necessarily  be 
sustained. 

But  I  think  the  case  a  very  simple  and  plain  one,  on  the 
facts  proved  on  the  trial,  that  it  is  my  duty  under  section  178 
of  the  Code,  in  furtherance  of  justice,  to  permit  the  pleadings 
to  be  amended  to  conform  to  the  facts  proved.  Dauchy  agt. 
Tyler^  15  How.  899,  is  ample  authority  for  the  necessary 
amendments  in  this  case. 

How,  then,  stands  the  case  ?  There  is  no  question  that  the 
plainti£&  in  good  faith  made  the  advances  to  Baldwin  on  the 
representations  that  the  note  was  secured  by  the  chattel  mort- 
gage, and  the  assignment  by  defendant  of  a  sufficient  interest 
in  the  mortgage  to  secure  the  note.     I  think  the  defendant  is 


KEW-TORK  PRACTICE  RBP0RT8.  299 

Baker  agt  Seolj. 

I  ■  m 

estopped  from  saying  that  this  note  had  been  paid,  and  the 
chattel  mortgage  extinguished  pro  ianio.  He  in  effect,  by  the 
assignment  of  it  to  plaintiff  represented  it  as  a  vital  existing 
note ;  at  any  rate,  he  and  Baldwin  re-issued  it,  and  it  is  not 
competent  for  them  to  say  here  that  it  had  in  fiiot  been  paid, 
and  the  mortgage  to  that  extent  extinguished.  It  may  be  true 
that  the  defendant  supposed  that  the  note  had  not  in  &ct  been 
paid  by  Baldwin,  and  that  the  moneys  the  plaintiffii  were  to 
advance  were  to  be  applied  to  the  reimbursement  of  the 
moneys  paid  at  the  bank  to  take  up  the  note.  Such  mistake 
or  misapprehension  on  his  part  cannot  affect  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiffs.  It  is  not  pretended  that  they  were  parties  to  the 
fraud,  if  any,  practiced  on  the  defendant.  They  advanced  their 
moneys  in  good  faith  upon  these  securities ;  and  the  defend- 
ant having  proceeded  and  collected  the  mortgage,  a  portion  of 
which,  or  an  interest  in  which,  he  had  assigned  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  a  valuable  consideration,  I  cannot  see  upon  what  prin- 
ciple he  can  be  excused  from  accounting  for  the  moneys  thus 
collected.  He  was  the  trustee  of  the  plaintiflfe  to  the  extent  of 
their  interest  in  the  mortgage,  and  having  collected  the 
amounts  secured  by  it,  he  is  on  eveiy  principle  bound  to  ac- 
count to  them  for  the  extent  of  their  interests ;  that  is,  the  sum 
advanced  by  them  on  the  note  and  assignments,  $950,  and  in- 
terest from  the  date  of  such  advances. 

Judgment  will,  therefore,  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffit 
for  that  sum  and  interest,  and  the  costs  of  this  suit  to  be  ad- 
justed. 
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Edwin  R  Ball  and  another,  administrators,  with  the  will 
annexed,  ot,  &c.,  Elizabeth  Casey,  deceased,  agt.  John  M. 
Miller,  administrator  o£  &c.,  Benjamin  Wilkinson,  de- 


A  fiDal  aocounting  before  the  sarrogate  upon  the  application  of  an  adminiatnAoi; 
and  a  decree  of  the  surrogate  thereon  declaring  a  balance  due  the  administi»> 
tor  from  the  estate,  is  condusive  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  therein. 

But  where  such  a  debt  against  the  estate  is  established  in  favor  of  the  admims- 
trator,  it  cannot  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  eaiaU  of  the  intestate. 
The  debts  which  are  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  intestate's  (or  testator's)  real  es- 
tate are  debts  of  the  decedent  himself  and  not  those  whidi  arise  against  his 
estate  subsequent  to  his  death,  and  in  the  course  of  administration.  The  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  limit  the  authority  to  sell  the  real  estate  to  the  case  where 
the  debts  existed  against  the  decedent  in  his  lifetime. 

Where,  however,  the  debt  of  the  administrator  thus  established  before  the  suno- 
gate,  or  anj  part  of  it,  is  caused  by  the  application  of  the  moneys  of  the  estate 
to  the  payment  of  debts  existing  against  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  the  ad- 
ministrator may  be  regarded  as  the  equiUMe  assignee  of  those  claims,  and  to  be 
subrogated  to  the  rights  of  those  creditors,  and  entitled  to  satisfy  such  daims 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original  credit- 
ors. 

But  such  a  debt  of  the  administrator  must  be  regarded  as  a  simple  contract  debt, 
and  to  be  prosecuted  within  six  years,  to  save  it  from  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Because,  the  statute  (2  Ji.  &  293,  4(hed,)  provides  that  the  (ie6<  for  which soc^ 
judgment  or  decree  was  obtained  shall,  notwithstanding  the  form  of  such  judg- 
ment or  decree,  remain  a  deift  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  to  the  same 
extent  as  before,  and  to  be  established  in  the  some  manner  astf  no  ffucA  jud^ 
fnent  or  decree  had  been  obtained. 

Albany  General  Term,  December,  1858. 

Present,  WRIGHT,  Gould  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiflS.  from  the  decree  of  the 
surrogate  of  Bensselaer  conntj,  refusing  to  allow  the  plaintifiGs 
to  participate  in  the  distribution  of  moneys  arising  firom  the 
sale,  under  a  surrogate's  order,  of  the  real  estate  of  Joseph  P. 
Casey,  deceased,  and  awarding  the  same  entirely  to  the  defend- 
ant   No  question  arose  in  the  case  before  the  surrogate,  ex- 


NBW-TORK  PR/LOTICB  REPORTS.  801 

"  BaU  agt.  MiUer. 

eq)t  as  to  ihe  point  wliether  the  plaintiffs'  claim  was  of  that 
ohaiacter  that  entitled  them  to  participate  in  the  proceeds  of 
aale.    The  plaintiff:)'  testatrix  bad  been  administratrix  of  the 
estate  of  hex  husband,  Joseph  P.  Casey,  deceased,  who  died  in 
1839.    On  the  17th  of  August  of  that  year,  she  was  appointed 
such  administratrix.     She  subsequently  applied  for  a  final  set- 
tlement of  her  accounts  as  such  administratrix,  and  thereupon 
such  proceedings  were  had,  that  on  the  20th  of  March,  1849, 
the  surrogate  of  Bensselaer  made  a  decree  (so  called)  or  settle- 
ment of  her  accounts,  by  which  it  appeared,  among  other 
things,  that  there  was  a  '^  balance  due  the  administratrix  from 
the  estate,  of  $832.41."    And  the  surrogate,  after  stating  in 
his  decree  the  previous  proceedings,  and  the  several  amounts 
in  a  general  form  for  which  she  was  to  be  debited  and  credited, 
closed  bis  decree  as  follows :  "  And  it  is  further  ordered  and 
decreed,  that  the  said  administratrix  pay  to  me,  said  surrogate, 
for  my  fees  in  this  matter,  the  sum  of  $14.00,  which  will  leave 
a  balance  of  $882.41  due  the  said  administratrix,  from  the  es- 
tate of  said  deceased.''    There  was  in  the  decree  no  other  order 
for  the  payment  of  the  money,  and  no  particular  statement  of 
the  source  from  which  this  balance  was  derived,  but  it  ap- 
peared from  the  proceedings,  that  after  charging  the  adminis- 
tratrix with  the  original  amount  of  the  estate,  and  crediting 
her  with  disbursements  for  debts  of  the  estate,  commissions 
and  expenses,  interest  on  disbursements,  and  depreciated  and 
unoollectable  assets  and  surrogate's  fees,  the  balance  due  to 
her  from  the  estate  was  as  above  stated.    Mra  Casey  died  in 
May,  1864,  and  in  July,  1864,  the  appellants  were  appointed 
her  administrators,  with  the  will  annexed.    Subsequently,  and 
in  October,  1864,  Edwin  B.  Ball,  one  of  her  administrators, 
was  appointed  administrator  de  bonis  non^  of  her  late  husband 
Joeeph  P.  Casey,  deceased.    On  the  12th  day  of  October,  1855, 
the  zespondent  recovered  judgment  against  Edwin  R  Ball,  as 
adnunifitEator  of  Joseph  P.  Casey,  deceasedi  and  Abraham  P. 
Holdridge,  as  executor  of  Jacob  Wager,  deceased,  for  $1,503,54^ 
Casey  and  Wager  having  been  sureties  on  an  indemnity  bond 
given  to  the  sheriflf  or  a  deputy  sheriff  of  Eenssdaer,  for  prop- 
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erty  levied  on  by  him  under  execution.  Upon  this  jadgment 
the  respondent  applied  for  and  obtained  an  order  from  thesiu^ 
rogate,  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  Joseph  P.  Casey,  deceased,  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts.  It  was  accordingly  sold,  ptiTBoant 
to  such  order,  and  upon  the  moneys  being  brought  iato  the 
surrogate's  office  for  distribution,  the  respondent  and  appel* 
lants  appeared  as  rival  claimants  thereof,  when  the  soirogftte 
made  the  decree  above  stated,  from  which  the  phdntift  ap- 
pealed to  this  court 

Clarencb  Bijel,  fiyr  appeUanis, 
D.  L.  Seymoitr,  for  respandenL 

By  the  court — ^Hogeboom,  Justice.  The  reepondent  makes 
various  objections  to  the  plaiutifib'  claim,  upon  either  of  which 
he  insists  that  the  decree  of  the  surrogate  rejecting  the  same 
ought  to  be  affirmed.  1st  It  is  alleged  that  the  claim  ia  ques- 
tion never  was  a  valid  and  svbsisting  demand,  in  any  proper 
sense  of  the  term.  2d.  That  it  never  was  such  a  demand 
against  the  estate  of  the  intestate,  and  must  possess  that  chano- 
ter  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  share  in  the  proceeds  of  the  real 
estate.  8d.  That  if  it  ever  had  any  legal  validity,  it  became 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  has  not  been  in  any 
way  revived  by  payments  upon  the  same. 

1.  The  character  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  its  validity  and 
effect,  must  be  determined  by  a  reference  to  the  statutory  pro- 
visions upon  that  subject  This  was  a  ^al  accounting  upon 
the  application  of  the  administratrix,  all  persons  interested  as 
creditors  and  next  of  kin  are  required  to  be  made  partieB 
thereto  (2  R,  S.  279,  4tth  ed.) ;  tfiey  must  be  presumed  to  have 
been  so,  the  proceeding  is  of  no  validity  against  them,  unless 
they  were.  In  this  view,  the  respondent  or  his  intestate  is 
presumed  to  have  been  cited  to  attend  such  accounting,  and  in 
that  event,  it  would  be  conclusive  upon  him  to  the  extent  fixed 
by  the  statute.  It  does  not  expressly  appear,  whether  the  re- 
spondent was  a  party  to  such  accounting,  perhaps  the  ques- 
tion is  not  material,  as  no  objection  is  made  to  the  accounting 


NEW-YORK  PRACnCB  REPOROU  808 

Ball  agt  lliDer. 

for  that  reason,  but  is  based  solely  upon  its  intrinsic  character 
and  e£Eect.    By  the  statute,  the  final  settlement  of  such  account 
and  the  allowance  thereof  by  the  surrogate  is  conclusive  as  to 
the  amount  and  value  of  the  assets  embraced  therein,  and  as 
to  the  disbursements  and  expenses  charged  therein ;  no  doubt, 
if  additional  assets  subsequently  came  into  the  hands  of  the 
administratrix,  or  if  any  were  by  accident  or  desigu  omit- 
ted from  the   account,  the   administratrix  in  a  subsequent 
proceeding  would  be  chargeable  therewith.    But  no  such 
ftct  appears.    I  think  we  must^  therefore,  assume  that  this 
account  as  settled  by  the  surrogate,  whether  we  call  it  an 
account  or  a  decree,  or  give  it  some  other  name,  is  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  facta  stated  therein.    It  establishes  the  &ct 
that  the  administratrix  had  overpaid  to  the  amount  of  $882.41, 
in  other  words,  that  the  estate  was  her  debtor  to  that  amount. 
2.  It  being  thus  established  as  a  debt,  is  it  a  debt  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  ?    By  section  1  (2  jR.  & 
285,  4=th  ed.),  administrators  may  apply  for  an  order  to  sell  so 
much  of  the  real  estate  of  the  intestate  as  shall  be  necessary 
"  to  pay  his  debts."    The  petition  shall  set  forth  such  debts. 
(SBciion  2.)    The  debts  against  the  testator  or  intestate  may 
be  contested  on  the  hearing  of  the  application.    {Section  IS.) 
The  silrrogate  is  to  enter  in  a  book  the  demands  which  upon 
such  hearing  he  shall  adjudge  valid  and  subsisting  against  the 
estate  of  the  deceased  {section  16),  and  is  to  make  no  order  of 
sale,  unless  satisfied  that  the  debts,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfy- 
ing which  the  application  is  made,  are  justly  due  and  owing, 
tliat  the  personal  estate  is  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  that 
the  whole  of  the  personal  estate  applicable  to  the  payment  of 
ihe  debts  of  the  deceased  has  been  duly  applied  for  that  pur- 
pose.   {Section  l7.)    The  proceeds  of  the  sale  having  been  paid 
into  the  surrogate's  office,  he  is  first  to  satisfy  thereout  the 
charges  and  expenses  of  the  sale ;  next,  the  widow's  claim  of 
dower ;  and  "  if,  after  the  deductions  aforesaid,  from  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sale,  there  shall  not  be  sufficient  remaining  to 
pay  all  the  dAts  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  then  the  balance  of 
such  proceeds  shall  be  divided  by  the  surrogate  among  the 
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creditors,  in  propordon  to  their  respective  debts^  without  ^y- 
iDg  any  preference  to  bonds  or  other  8pecialtie%  or  to  aay  de- 
mands on  account  of  any  suit  being  brought  thereon."  {Sbo 
iion  47,  2  B.  S,  292,  iih  ed.)  Before  making  the  distnbutioo, 
notice  is  to  be  published,  and  parties  having  debts  are  to  have 
a  further  opportunity  to  establish  the  same,  and  the  smrogate 
ip  to  ascertain  the  valid  and  subsisting  debts  against  the  iesktr 
tor  or  intestate.  {Section  60.)  K  the  administrator  does  not 
move  in  the  matter,  he  may  be  set  in  motion  on  the  applica- 
tion of  a  creditor,  and  if  he  still  refuses,  a  disinterested  free- 
holder may  be  appointed  to  act  in  his  place,  to  accomplish  the 
purposes  of  the  act.  {Sections  59  to6S^2R  S.  298,  294.)  The 
e£Eect  of  these  various  provisions^seems  to  me  to  be,  to  limit  the 
authority  to  sell  the  real  estate  to  the  case  where  the  debts  ex- 
isted against  the  decedent  in  his  lifetime.  There  are  expen- 
ditures necessary  to  be  incurred  after  the  death,  such  as 
funeral  expenses,  and  expenses  of  administration,  which  are 
properly  payable  out  of  the  assets  of  the  estate.  But  the  real 
estate  is  not  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts.  The 
personal  estate  is  presumed  to  be,  and  generally  is,  ample  for 
that  purpose,  and  it  is  a  salutary  protection  against  improvident 
expenditures,  in  die  course  of  the  administration  of  an  estate, 
that  claims  of  this  character  should  not  be  chargeable  on  the 
real  estate.  The  personal  representative,  having  the  personal 
assets  in  his  hands  and  knowing  their  amoimt,  can  always 
guard  against  a  loss  to  himself,  arising  from  such  a  quarter, 
and  there  seems  no  necessity  for  straining  the  language  of  the 
statute,  to  give  it  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  counsel 
for  the  appellants.  The  fair  and  natural  reading  of  it  is  other- 
wise, and  this  in  connection  with  the  other  conaderations  to 
which  I  have  alluded  lead  my  mind  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
debts  which  are  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  testator's  real  estate 
are  debts  of  the  decedent  himself,  and  not  those  which  aiiae 
s^ainst  his  estate,  subsequent  to  his  death  and  in  the  course  of 
administration. 

But  this  view  of  the  case  is  not  necessarily  destructive  of 
the  plaintife'  entire  claim,  and,  perhaps,  not  of  any  part  of  it* 
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So  &r  as  the  excess  in  Mrs.  Casey's  expenditures  as  adminis- 
tratrix, over  her  receipts,  is  caused  by  the  application  of  the 
moneys  of  the  estate  to  the  payment  of  debts  existing  against 
the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  I  think  she  ought  to  be  regarded 
as  the  equitable  assignee  of  those  claims,  and  to  be  subrogated 
to  the  rights  of  those  creditors.  This  is  a  familiar  principle  in 
equity  jurisprudence,  and  the  surrogate's  court  partakes 
strongly  of  the  characteristics  of  an  equity  tribunal.  In 
equity,  the  payment  of  a  claim  does  not  always  and  necessarily 
extinguish  it,  but  it  is  deemed  merged,  extinguished  and  sat- 
isfied or  kept  alive,  according  as  equity  and  justice  require. 
In  this  case,  there  was  no  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  admin- 
istratrix to  make  payments  beyond  the  personal  assets  in  her 
bands,  and,  if  she  made  them,  it  must  be  deemed  to  have  been 
done  for  the  convenience  of  the  creditor  or  for  the  benefit  of 
the  estate,  and  not  to  her  own  prejudice.  To  the  extent  that 
she  has  applied  her  own  moneys  or  those  of  the  estate  upon  the 
claims  of  creditors  of  the  deceased,  I  think  she  must  be  re- 
garded as  the  equitable  assignee  of  those  demands,  and  enti- 
tled to  satisfy  them  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  original  creditors,  and  such,  I  think,  is  the 
fair  effect  of  the  authorities.  (Livingston  agt,  Newkirk^  8  J.  C. 
R.  812,  318  ;  Fvertson  agt.  Tappen,  5  J.  C.  R.  497,  514 ;  Oil- 
chrisi  agt.  Rea^  9  Paige^  66,  78 ;  ColUnson  agt.  Owens^  6  OHl 
J:  John.  4.)  I  am  unable,  from  the  papers  before  us,  to  ascer- 
tain how  much  of  the  plaintiflF's  claim  would  be  protected  by 
the  application  of  this  rule,  and,  therefore,  unless  the  whole 
demand  is  extinguished  by  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations, which  I  shall  presently  consider,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  surrogate's  decree  should  be  reversed,  and  the  proceed- 
ings remitted  to  him,  with  instructions  to  allow  so  much  of 
tlie  plaintiff's  claim  (not  exceeding  the  balance  declared  in 
lier  favor)  as  accrued  from  the  payment  of  valid  and  subsist- 
ing demands  against  the  decedent  in  his  lifetime. 

8.  The  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  ?  The  respondent 
cl^ms  that  it  is,  that  at  best  it  is  to  be  treated  as  a  simple  con- 
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tract  debt,  and  so,  should  have  been  prosecuted  within  six 
years  after  it  accrued ;  that  it  acquired  qo  higher  dignity  by 
the  adjudication  of  the  surrogate,  and  could  not  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Revised  Statutes ;  that  the  surrogate's  statement 
or  settlement  of  the  accounts  of  the  administratrix  had  neither 
the  nature,  the  form  nor  the  essence  of  a  final  decree,  nor,  in- 
deed, of  a  decree  of  any  description.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
appellants'  counsel  claims  that  it  had  all  the  characteristics  and 
attributes  of  a  final  decree,  was  intended  as,  and  was  actually 
such,  and,  being  such,  was  valid  and  operative  for  a  period  of 
twenty  years,  and  that  if  the  appellants'  demand  possessed 
merely  the  character  of  a  simple  contract  debt,  it  was,  never- 
theless, not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  there  being  no 
person  in  existence,  at  least  not  till  October,  1855,  against 
whom  it  could  be  prosecuted  or  enforced,  and  that  it  was  also 
preserved  from  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations  by 
payments  made  upon  the  same. 

In  order  to  test  the  character  of  this  claim,  we  must  look  at 
the  facts  already  established.  Mrs.  Casey  was  the  equitable 
assignee  of  the  demands  of  certain  creditors  of  Joseph  P.  Casey, 
deceased.  Those  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  simple  con- 
tract debts,  there  is  no  evidence  that  they  possessed  a  higher 
character.  We  are  not  referred  to  their  dates,  and  are  not 
able  to  say  whether,  in  their  original  form,  they  had  or  had  not 
become  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  during  the  ten 
years  which  elapsed  from  the  time  Mrs.  Casey  took  out  letters 
upon  the  estate  of  her  husband,  in  1889,  to  the  time  of  the  sm> 
rogate's  decree  on  final  accounting,  in  1849.  Be  that  as  it  may, 
in  1849^  we  find  her  the  representative  of  her  husband's  es- 
tate, having  exhausted  the  personal  assets,  in  possession  of  a 
demand  against  his  estate,  liquidated  by  the  surrogate  at 
$832.41,  and  entitled  to  payment  therefor  or  some  part  there- 
of out  of  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased.  What  was  there  firom 
that  moment  to  prevent  her  from  seeking  satisfaction  for  that 
demand  in  a  competent  tribunal  ?  It  is  said  that  she  could 
not  proceed  as  administratrix  to  obtain  an  order  of  sale  fit)ni 
the  surrogate,  because  the  three  years  had  expired  from  the 
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date  of  her  letters  within  which  the  application  must  be  made. 
But  is  it  clear  that.,  if  she  was,  as  I  have  endeavored  to  show, 
the  equitable  assigDee  of  the  demands  paid  by  her,  she  could 
not  apply  to  the  surrogate  in  that  character j  like  any  other  credit- 
or, for  an  order  to  sell  the  real  estate  ?  K  so,  there  wotdd  be 
no  obstacle  to  her  immediate  action.  But,  suppose  this  not  to 
be  so,  could  she  not  file  a  bill  in  equity,  setting  forth  all  the 
&ct8  for  a  sale  of  the  real  estate,  making  the  heirs  of  her  hus- 
band parties  defendant  thereto?  My  impression  is  that  she 
could-  At  all  events,  I  see  no  reason  why  she  could  not  have 
immediately  prosecuted  the  heirs  under  the  statutory  provi- 
sions in  regard  to  suits  against  heirs  and  devisees.  (2  R.  S, 
694,  4tth  ed)  She  could  also  have  assigned  her  demand,  cov- 
ered by  the  surrogate's  decree,  to  a  third  person,  and  that  per- 
son have  prosecuted  the  demand  with  effect  My  impression 
therefore,  is,  that  in  one  or  more  of  the  above  forms,  or  in  some 
other  proceeding,  her  right  of  action  was  perfect  from  the  time 
of  the  entry  of  the  surrogate's  decree.  K  her  demand,  then,  is 
to  be  treated  as  a  simple  contract  debt,  the  time  which  was 
allowed  to  elapse,  from  1849  to  1858,  is&tal  to  its  existence  or 
continued  validity.  It  becomes,  therefore,  essential  to  inquire 
whether,  in  reference  to  the  proceedings  of  1858  in  the  surro- 
gate's court,  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  it  derived  any  ad- 
ditional validity,  higher  character,  and  more  enduring  exist- 
ence, fix)m  the  operation  of  the  surrogate's  order  or  decree  of 
the  20th  of  March,  1849.  By  this  adjudication,  it  doubtless 
acquired  all  the  attributes  of  a  8tat^  account^  and  it  had,  as  is 
apparent  from  several  provisions  of  the  statute^  several  of  the 
elements  of  a  final  decree.  .  I  think  it  could  be  sued  on  as  such, 
and  if  it  could  be  regairded  as  a  judgment  or  decree  in  her  fa- 
vor in  her  individual  capacity  against  herself,  as  the  represent- 
ative of  her  husband's  estate  (which  is  the  most  favorable 
light  for  her  in  which  we  can  be  permitted  to  regard  it),  I 
tMnk  it  would  be  available  for  the  purposes  of  prosecution 
for  the  period  of  twenty  yeafs  from  the  time  of  the  decree. 

But  it  is  a  very  different  question  whether  it  had  a  twenty 
years'  duration  as  against  the  real  estate^  or  the  parties  repre- 
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Benting  the  real  estate.  It  must  be  recollected  that  giving  this 
stated  account  the  force  of  a  judgment,  it  is  not  a  judgment 
against  Joseph  P.  Oasey^  nor  against  the  real  estate  now  sought 
to  be  made  liable  to  pay  it,  nor  against  the  owners  of  that  real 
estate.  In  the  same  way  the  respondent's  judgmeni  is  not  a 
judgment  against  the  decedent^  nor  his  real  estate,  nor  the  parties 
representing  it  Hence  it  is,  that  the  statute  (2  R.  S.  298, 
4ith  ed,)  has  wisely  provided  that  "  where  a  judgment  has  been 
recovered  or  decree  obtained  against  an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator for  any  debt  due  from  the  deceased,  and  there  are  not 
sufficient  assets  in  the  hands  of  such  executor  or  administrator 
to  satisfy  the  same,  the  debt  for  which  the  judgment  or  decree 
was  obtained  shall,  notwithstanding  the  form  of  such  judg- 
ment or  decree,  remain  a  debt  against  the  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased to  the  same  extent  as  before,  and  to  be  established  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  no  suchjvdgment  or  decree  had  been  obtained. 
Provided,  that  where  such  judgment  or  decree  has  been  oh* 
tained  upon  a  trial  or  hearing  upon  the  merits,  the  same  shall 
be  prima  facie  evidence  of  such  debt,  before  the  surrogate." 
{Laws  of  1887,  ch.  460,  §  72 ;  1842,  cK  172 ;  1847,  ch.  298.) 
The  object  of  this  statute  was,  I  think,  twofold.  1st  To  pre- 
vent the  original  claim  from  losing  its  character  as  a  debt 
against  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  deceased,  by  having 
become  sl  personal  judgment  against  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator. And,  2d.  To  prevent  it  from  acquiring  the  conclusive 
character  and  the  durable  existence  of  a  judgment  or  decree  as 
against  the  real  estate  or  the  heirs  who  represented  it,  and  had 
not  as  yet  had  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  in  opposition  to 
the  claim.  {See  Ferguson  agt  Browne,  1st  Bradf.  B.  16 ;  War- 
ren agt  Paff,  4  id.  260.)  It  becomes  unnecessary,  in  this  aspect 
of  the  case,  to  consider  the  question  whether  surrogates'  de- 
crees have  a  duration  of  six  or  twenty  years,  before  they  are 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
proceeding,  the  statement,  order,  judgment  or  decree,  whatever 
it  may  be,  has  no  more  force  or  vitality  than  if  it  existed  in  its 
original  shape,  as  a  simple  contract  debt  against  Joseph  P. 
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Hm  it  been  reviyed  or  kept  alive  by  payments?  The  evi- 
dence upon  this  subject  is  exceedingly  loope  and  unsatisfectory. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  parties  well  understood  the  purpose 
for  which  the  money  was  demanded,  nor  that  it  was  intended 
to  be  applied  upon  this  specific  claim,  nor  that  its  object  was 
to  give  efficacy  to  a  debt  abready  extinguished  by  the  statute 
of  Umitationa  Moreover,  it  was  not  a  payment  made  by  the 
respondent  or  other  cred^orsj  but  by  the  heirsy  and  at  most 
by  only  two  of  them.  The  evidence  was  objected  to  before 
the  surrogate,  and  it  does  not  appear  what  disposition  he  made 
of  the  question  of  feet  arising  thereon.  We  may  well  infer 
that  he  came  to  the  oonolusion  that  it  was  not  understood  or 
designed  as  a  payment  upon  this  specific  demand,  nor,  in  my 
opinion,  ought  Jieirs  to  be  thus  permitted  to  re-establish  and  re- 
suscitate a  demand,  already  dormant  and  dead  by  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute,  to  the  prejudice  of  a  creditoTj  whose  demand 
exhausts  the  entire  fund.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  think 
the  alleged  payments  must  be  laid  out  of  view,  and  not  per- 
mitted to  interfere  with  the  direction  which  the  cause  would 
otherwise  take. 

The  decision  of  the  surrogate  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 


YATES  CJOITNTY  COUEl'. 

William  Perkins,  respondent,  agt.  James  W.  Richmond  and 
George  Harden,  appeUants. 

The  136th  Bectioa  of  the  Code  is  not  made  applicable  to  justioeB*  conrtEL  So 
hdd,  in  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  signed  by  one  defendant  as  prin- 
dtpt^  and  the  other  two  as  suetiet,  dud  process  sehred  upon  all,  and  all  i^ 
peaied  and  answered,  and  proof  of  the  execntion  of  the  note  by  the  soretifls 
only,  when  plamtiff  rested.  The  justice  thereupon,  on  motion  of  the  other  de- 
flmdant,  nonsuited  the  plaintifE;  as  to  him,  and  he  was  discharged. 

The  old  rule  is  still  applicable  to  these  courts,  that  in  an  action  against  sereral 
defendants  upon  a  jomt  and  several  contract,  if  the  plaintiff  eleot  to  bring  hii 
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action  against  all  the  defendanto,  he  must  reoorer  againat  aU  or  fiul «  to  alt 
ezoept  where  the  defence  may  be  penonal  to  any  of  the  dflfendanta 

This  action  was  brought,  against  the  defendants  to  reoover 
upon  a  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

"  Benton,  January  Ist^  1856. 
"  $51.     One  year  fix>m  date,  for  value  leceived,  I  promised 
to  pay  William  Perkins,  or  bearer,  fifty-one  dollars,  with  usa 
("Signed)  "Thomas  Sntdbb, 

"Jambs  W.  Bighmond, 

"  Security. 
"Gbobqe  Babden, 

"SecuiityJ 


fI 


The  process  was  served  upon  all  the  defendants,  and  all  ap- 
peared and  answered. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  the  signatures  of  the 
defendants,  Richmond  and  Barden,  the  amount  due  upon  the 
note,  and  then  rested. 

The  defendant,  Snyder,  then  asked  that  the  plaintiff  be  non- 
suited as  to  him ;  which  motion  was  granted,  and  as  the  retom 
states,  he  was  discharged. 

The  justice  then  rendered  judgment  against  the  defendants^ 
Richmond  and  Barden,  for  the  amount  due  upon  the  note  and 
costs,  and  they  now  bring  appeal  to  ttiis  court 

A.  V.  HABPBNDiNa,y&r  oppeaante. 
Daniel  MoBSJa^/or  respondenL 

Bbioos,  C!ounty  Judge.  Various  questions  are  raised  by 
the  notice  of  appeal  in  this  case,  only  one  of  which  I  shall  ex- 
amine. Had  the  justice  authority  or  power  to  discharge  the 
defendant,  Snyder? 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Code,  the  rule  was  well  settled 
that  in  an  action  against  several  defendants  upon  a  joint  and 
several  contract,  if  the  plaintiff  elected  to  bring  his  acdon 
against  all  the  defendants,  he  must  recover  against  all,  or  &il 
as  to  all ;  and  so  in  actions  against  several  defendants  jointly 
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indebted,  a  joint  contract  must  be  proved,  or  fail  as  to  all,  ex- 
cept in  cases  where  a  defence  personal  to  one  or  more  of  the 
drfendants,  such  as  in&ncj,  bankruptcy,  and  the  like,  was  in- 
terposed.   (7  How.  Pr.  Rep.  272  ;  18  John.  459.) 

This  rule  was  uniform,  and  applied  to  justices'  courts  as  well 
as  courts  of  record,  and  so  remained  until  the  Code  was 
adopted,  and  the  question  now  recurs  as  to  whether,  so  far  as 
justices'  courts  are  concerned,  it  has  been  changed  or  modified 
by  its  adoption  ?  This  I  regard  the  real  question  in  this  case, 
and  it  can  only  be  determined  by  an  examination  and  con- 
struction of  its  provisions.  The  8th  section  provides  and  de- 
clares that  '^  this  act  (the  Code)  is  divided  into  two  parts.  The 
first  relates  to  the  courts  of  justices  and  their  jurisdiction," 

"  The  second  relates  to  civil  actions  commenced  in  the  courts 
of  this  state,  after  the  first  day  of  July,  1848,  except  when 
otherwise  provided  therein,  and  is  distributed  into  fifteen  titles. 
The  first  four  relate  to  actions  in  all  the  courts  of  the  state ; 
and  the  others,  to  actions  in  the  supreme  court,  in  the  county 
courts,  in  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New- York,  in  the 
court  of  common  pleas  for  the  city  and  county  of  New- York, 
in  the  mayors'  courts  of  cities,  and  in  the  recorders'  courts  of 
dties,  and  to  appeals  to  the  court  of  appeals,  to  the  supreme 
court,  to  the  county  courts,  and  to  the  superior  court  of  the 
dty  of  New- York." 

While  this  section  is  declaratory  in  form,  it  is  one  of  limita- 
tion and  restriction  also.  It  declares  that  the  first  four  titles 
of  part  second  relate  to  actions  in  all  the  courts  of  this  state ; 
and  the  other  titles  of  the  same  part  relate  to  the  courts  there- 
in specifically  designated,  and  to  no  others ;  and  justices'  courts 
not  being  one  of  the  courts  thus  mentioned,  the  well  settled 
rule  of  construction  will  exclude  them  from  the  operation,  or 
application  of  the  remaining  titles,  unless  those  titles,  or  some 
parts  or  portions  of  them,  are  made  applicable,  by  subsequent 
sections. 

On  examination  of  title  six,  of  part  first,  relating  to  courts 
of  justices  of  the  peace,  it  will  be  found  that  the  changes  are 
not  so  radical  as  those  respecting  courts  of  record.   Indeed, 
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the  oodifiers,  in  a  note,  leportiog  this  title,  obaarve  that  it  was 
"  intended  to  make  sach  alteratioDfl  only,  in  the  justioes'  ooxurte' 
acts,  as  are  rendered  necessary  by  dispensing  with  the  fomsof 
action,  by  abolishing  actions  upon  judgments,  and  by  intro- 
ducing a  new  system  of  pleading." 

It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  I  apprehend,  to 
abrogate  the  old  system,  nor  change  the  rules  of  law  applica* 
ble  to  these  tribunals,  but  only  to  change  and  modify,  so&r  as 
necessary  to  correct  defects  which  time  and  experience  had 
developed,  and  make  them,  in  their  jurisdiction  and  manner 
of  proceeding,  harmonious  with  the  new  system. 

I  think  it  quite  clear,  that  the  provisions  of  the  Beviaed 
Statutes  respecting  these  courts,  and  the  roles  of  law  by  wbioh 
parties  and  their  rights  are  governed  and  determined,  are  still 
in  Ml  force  and  effect,  except  so  &r  as  these  have  been 
changed  or  modified  by  the  provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  provision  respecting  "joint  and  several  debtors'*  (§186) 
has  changed  the  entire  rule  upon  this  subject,  and  undoubted- 
ly  this  section  fully  warrants  the  judgment  rendered  in  this 
case,  if  it  is  applicable  to  these  courts. 

These  provisions  are  found  in  tide  five,  of  part  two,  which, 
together  with  the  remaining  tities  of  part  second,  are  by  seo* 
tion  8,  as  before  stated,  declared  to  relate  to  actions  in  the  sa- 
preme  court,  and  other  courts  of  record. 

But  it  is  claimed  that,  by  the  16th  subdivision  of  section  64, 
which  enacts  that  "  the  provisions  of  this  act  (the  Code),  re- 
specting forms  of  actions,  parties  to  actions,  the  rules  of  evi- 
dence, the  time  of  commencing  actions,  and  the  service  of 
process  upon  corporations,  shall  apply  to  these  courts,"  the 
section  respecting  "joint  and  several  debtors  "  (§  1S6)  is  made 
applicable  to  tiiese  tribunals. 

Had  the  legislature  made  the  general  provisions  of  the  act 
applicable,  so  &r  as  they  are  consistent  or  necessary  to  their 
jurisdiction,  then  no  question  could  well  arise  as  to  the  appli- 
cation of  this  section.  This,  however,  they  have  not  done, 
but  have  specifically  designated  particular  parts  thereof  and 
in  terms  have  made  them  applicable,  thereby  and  to  my  mind 
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seoewaiily  excluding  all  the  other  parts  or  portiona  not  em- 
braced  within  the  terms  of  this  subdivision. 

This  conclusion  is  supported  by  a  further  reference  to  the 
act  itself.  By  such  reference  we  shall  find  each  particular 
subject  specified  in  subdivision  16  of  section  64,  treated  upon 
in  other  portions  of  the  Code,  under  proper  headings,  exactly 
coiresponding  to  those  so  specified,  and  these  are  all  embraced 
in  the  first  four  titles  of  part  second,  except  that  part  which 
makes  the  roles  of  evidence  applicable,  which  is  found  in  titia 
five. 

It  is  quite  evident  to  my  mind  that  the  subject  matter  of 
title  five  has  reference  to  actions  in  courts  of  record,  and  as  it 
is  not  in  terms  made  applicable  to  inferior  courts,  as  whole,  or 
any  part  of  it,  we  are  necessarily  brought  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  186th  section  can  have  no  application  to  justices' 
courts. 

In  Webster  agt  Hopkins  (11  Hotoardj  140),  the  court  held 
that  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  in  respect  to  amendments,  by 
adding  or  striking  out  the  names  of  parties,  and  the  correction 
a£  mistakes,  Ac,  found  in  title  six,  are  not  applicable  to  these 
courts.  In  this  case,  which  was  an  action  against  two  defend- 
ants, the  justice  allowed  the  plaintiff,  after  his  proof  had 
closed,  to  amend  his  complaint  by  oOTuplaining  against  one 
of  the  defendants  and  discontinuing  as  against  the  other  de- 
fendant, which  motion  was  granted  by  the  justice,  and  judg- 
ment was  subsequently  rendered  agaiiust  one  defendant  and  in 
&vor  of  the  other. 

The  general  term  of  the  6th  distriot,  Mason,  Justice,  upon 
this  point  says :  ''  Before  the  Code^  no  court  had  power  to 
amend  the  process  or  the  pleadings  in  an  action  against  two 
or  more  defendants  on  a  joint  contract,  by  striking  out  the 
name  of  a  defendant  and  rendering  a  judgment  against  one 
and  in  fisivor  of  the  other,  save  in  one  or  two  exceptional  cases, 
whoe  a  defence  strictly  personal,  as  infismcy,  &a,  was  allowed 
to  prevaUP  The  Code,  he  says,  "  has  altered  the  entire  rule 
upon  that  subject,  but  the  sections  which  give  that  power  to 
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the  courts  are  oonfined  to  actions  pending  in  courts  of  leooid, 
and  have  no  application  to  justices'  courts." 

Again,  he  says,  the  utmost  extent  to  which  the  general  pro- 
visions of  the  Code,  in  reference  to  actions  and  the  partieB 
thereto,  have  been  made  applicable  to  proceedings  in  jusficeaf 
courts,  will  be  found  in  the  16th  subdivision  of  the  64th  sec- 
tion (before  cited).  "  These  (he  says  ftirtherX  ^^  P^^^*  ^  ^ 
oific  provisions  in  the  Code  on  those  particular  subjects,  and 
necessarily  exclude  £rom  the  action  of  these  tribunals  thoee 
sections  where  the  power  of  granting  amendments  is  alone 
derived."  Although  not  entirelv  in  point,  yet  in  prindpH 
this  case  is  the  same. 

The  same  reasoning  which  will  exclude  the  application  of 
the  178d  section,  will  also  exclude  the  186th  section.  Neither 
of  these  sections  are  in  terms  embraced  in  subdivision  16,  of 
the  64th  section,  and  therefore  are  not  applicable,  and  this  I 
understand  to  be  the  reasoning  of  Judge  Mason.  True,  he 
says  they  are  not  adapted  to  these  courts,  &c.,  yet  he  does  say 
that  the  utmost  extent  to  which  the  general  provisions  of  the 
Code  are  made  applicable,  are  made  so  by  virtue  of  the  last 
named  section. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  such  a  construction  will  ezdnde 
from  application  to  these  courts  the  provisions  of  the  Code  re- 
specting the  examination  of  parties  as  witnesses  (§  897),  and 
will  adopt  one  rule  of  evidence  for  these  tribunals,  and  another 
for  courts  of  record.  Will  such  a  result  follow  ?  The  lan- 
guage of  the  64th  section  cannot  be  misunderstood.  It  plainly 
and  explicitly  declares  that  "  the  rules  of  evidence  "  as  con- 
tained in  the  act  shall  be  applicable.  It  is  true  that  the  pro- 
visions respecting  the  rules  of  evidence  are  found  in  title 
twelve  of  part  two,  and  not  in  either  of  the  first  four  titles  of 
the  same  part,  but  this  affords  no  valid  reason  for  the  exda- 
sion  of  these  provisions,  inasmuch  as  they  are  made  applicablfi 
specifically,  by  virtue  of  the  1st  subdivision  of  the  64th  section 
before  referred  to.  By  such  a  construction,  then,  the  rule  of 
evidence  applicable  to  courts  of  record  is  the  same  in  justioeflF 
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oonrts,  SO  &r  as  their  jurisdiction,  constitation  and  mode  of 
proceeding  are  identical  or  similar. 

Again ;  it  is  claimed  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondent,  that 
inasmuch  as  the  provisions  allowing  and  authorizing  an  appeal 
to  this  court  (§  866)  provide  that  "  upon  appeal  the  county 
court  may  afl&rm  or  reverse  the  judgment  in  whole  or  in  part, 
and  as  to  any  or  all  the  parties,"  such  a  construction  will  in 
effect  allow  tiiis  court  to  do  upon  appeal  what  the  justices' 
court  cannot  do.  ' 

Under  the  old  rule  in  actions  against  several  defendants  in 
tort,  the  justice  may  render  judgment  against  such  of  the  de- 
fendants as  are  proved  liable,  and  discharge  those  against 
whom  no  cause  of  action  is  made  out;  and  in  actions  upon 
contract  against  several  defendants,  when  one  or  more  of  them 
establish  a  defence  purely  personal,  the  justice  is  authorized  to 
render  judgment  against  such  as  are  liable  and  in  &vor  of 
those  wbo  establish  such  a  defence.  This  is  so  even  upon  a 
joint  liability. 

Full  effect,  then,  may  be  given  to  this  provision  in  this  dass 
of  cases ;  and  it  may  frequentiy  become  necessary  to  exercise 
the  power  thus  conferred. 

Regarding  this  question  as  one  of  considerable  interest,  not 
only  to  the  parties,  but  to  proceedings  in  justices'  courts,  I  have 
given  it  such  examination  as  my  other  varied  duties  would 
allow,  and  whetiier  or  not  the  result  of  such  examination  is  in 
accordance  with  the  law  of  this  case,  can  only  be  determined 
by  an  appellate  tribunal  fully  competent  to  examine  and  de« 
oide. 

My  own  conviction  is  clear,  that  the  lS6th  section  of  the 
Code  is  not  applicable  to  justices'  courts,  and  oonsequentiy  the 
judgment  in  this  case  is  without  authority,  and  should,  tiiere- 
fore,  be  reversed. 
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SXJPBEME  COUET. 

Dakiel  O'Leabt,  plaintiff  in  error,  agt.  The  People,  defend- 
ants in  error. 

In  criminal  cases,  the  practice  in  the  fourth  district  ia,  to  allow  the  bringing  ixp 
of  any  errors  that  affect  the  party,  whether  in,  or  dehors  the  record,  or  other- 
wise. And  the  court  will  paas  upon  all  questions  brought  before  than  bj 
either  a  writ  of  error,  or  certiorari,  or  both. 

The  principal  offence  charged  in  the  indictment  in  this  case  was  asaault  and  lHt> 
tery,  with  a  deadly  weapon,  commonly  called  a  deaver,  with  intent  to  kilL  On 
the  trial  hi  the  court  of  sessionB,  the  jury  found  the  defendant  "  guilty  of  as- 
fiaolt  and  battery,  with  hitent  to  kill"  Whereupon  the  defendant  was  sen- 
tenoed  to  the  state  prison  for  two  years. 

On  writ  of  error  and  certiorari,  the  supreme  court  Jhdd  that  the  yerdict  of  the  joiy 
was  a  special  or  partial  yerdict — a  yerdict  of  guilty  of  a  part  of  the  charge  oon- 
tained  In  the  indictment,  and  silent  as  to  the  residue. 

An  aasault  and  battery  with  intent  to  kill  is  not  a  felony  by  our  statutes^  nor  at 
common  law.  It  is  only  felony  when  committed  with  some  deadly  weapon,  er 
with  some  other  means  or  force  (not  cbatged  m  this  indictment)  likely  to  pro- 
duoe  death. 

lAierefore,  the  Jury  not  haying  found  a  general  yerdict  of  g^uilty,  nor  a  special 
yerdict  finding  aU  the  fkcts  and  circumstances  constituting  the  offence  diaiged, 
the  Judgment  of  the  court  of  sessiona  was  refreraed, 

PlaUdmrgh  General  Term,  May,  1869. 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  Daniel  O'Leary,  was  indicted  at  ike 
Saratoga  oyer  and  terminer,  in  January,  1858,  charged  wiA 
having,  on  the  22d  day  of  September,  1867,  at  the  village  of 
Waterford,  feloniously  made  an  assault  upon  one  Margaret 
Ciollix^  with  a  certain  deadly  weapon,  commonly  called  a  clea- 
ver ;  that  said  O'Leary  did  then  and  there  feloniously  bea^ 
strike,  cut  and  wound,  with  intent,  her,  the  said  Margaret  Col« 
lins,  then  and  there  feloniously  and  wilfully  to  MIL 

There  are  three  counts  in  the  indictment  The  first  and 
second  counts  are  in  all  respects  similar,  except  that  it  is 
charged  in  the  first,  that  he  held  the  cleaver  in  his  right  hand, 
and  the  second  charges  that  he  held  the  cleaver  in  both  hands 
at  the  time  of  making  the  assault. 
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The  third  count  charges  the  assault  to  have  been  made  with 
intent  to  maim. 

O'Leary  was  arraigned  and  pleaded  notguiUy. 

The  issue  thus  joined  came  on  to  be  tried  in  June,  1868,  at 
the  Saratoga  general  sessions,  where  it  had  been  sent  by  order 
of  the  oyer  and  terminer  for  trial 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  ciassauU  andbaUen/,  mtk 
intent  to  hiU. 

The  prisoner  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  state 
prison  in  the  county  of  Clinton,  at  hard  labor,  for  the  term  of 
two  years. 

No  bill  of  exceptions  was  made  or  filed. 

The  prisoner  sued  out  a  writ  of  error.  A  certiorari  was  also 
issued,  and  a  return  to  each  was  made  by  the  clerk, 

I.  C.  Obmsbt, /)r2>fatn<yf  in  enw. 

I.  The  judgment  is  erroneous. 

It  is  a  &miliar  principle  that  aH  the  circumstances  essential 
to  sustaining  an  indictment  must  be  expressly  found  by  the 
jury.  (1  Chitty^s  Grim.  Lavj^  644 ;  (hrMmxmwtaiiJth  agt  CkU^ 
21  Pick.  618;  OmmonweaUh  agt  PischbhU^  4  Metcalfe  866; 
Fenwich  agt  Logan^  1  Missouri  R,  401.) 

Under  this  indictment,  in  order  to  convict  the  prisoner  of 
the  felony  charged,  four  distinct,  material  substantive  facts 
were  necessary  to  be  found ;  to  wit :  1st  An  assatiU.  2d,  A 
battery,  Sd.  An  intent  to  JdUy  and  4th.  By  means  of  a  deadly 
weapon.  A  general  verdict  of  guilty  would  have  wnbraced 
such  a  finding.  Not  so  with  a  qualified  verdict,  for  the  very 
object  of  a  departure  from  the  usual  form  is  presumed  to  be, 
for  the  purpose  of  declaring  the  prisoner  guilty  of  certain  fiicts 
only.    {Oommonwealth  agt.  Oallj  before  cited.) 

H.  The  only  complete  and  substantive  crime  found  by  the 
jury  was  that  of  assault  and  battery,  and  the  intent  found  is 
merely  matter  in  aggravation.  {Chmmonwealth  agt.  Fischblatif 
4:  Met.  356.) 

It  has  been  expressly  held  that  an  assault  and  battery  with 
intent  to  kill,  unless  it  be  with  some  deadly  weapon,  or  by 
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some  other  means  likely  to  produce  death,  is  not  a 
{Barb.  Or.  Law,  80 ;  Oom.  agt  Barlow,  4  Mass.  439 ;  iBbd- 
stone,  207  [note  A],  Christianas  ed.) 

nr.  The  English  doctrine,  that,  under  an  indictment  for  a 
felony,  the  prisoner  cannot  be  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor, 
does  not  prevail  here.  Accordingly,  under  an  indictment  for 
murder,  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  manslaughter;  un- 
der an  indictment  for  burglary  or  robbery,  the  prisoner  may 
be  convicted  of  simple  larceny.  {The  People  agi  Jackm,  8 
Hill,  92,  and  cases  there  cited.) 

And  on  an  indictment  founded  on  a  statute,  the  defendant 
may  be  found  guilty  at  common  law.   (1  Chitty  Or.  Law, 


John  0.  Mott,  district  attomet/,for  defendants  in  error. 

I.  The  only  matters  properly  in  the  return  of  the  derkin 
this  case,  to  the  writ  of  error,  are,  a  transcript  of  the  indict- 
ment and  the  judgment  of  the  court;  all  others  should  be 
stricken  out.  The  court  of  review  is  confined  to  such  errors 
as  appear  upon  the  fsu^e  of  the  indictment  or  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions. (2  B.  S.  4dh  ed.  928,  §  22,  924,  §  25;  ThePwik 
agt.  McOann,  8  Parker  Or.  B.  272.) 

1.  There  being  no  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  return,  the  only 
errors  of  which  the  defendant  can  take  advantage  are  such  as 
appear  upon  the  &ce  of  the  indictment  and  the  judgment  (3 
B.  S.  ^th  ed.  924,  §  25.) 

2.  The  certiorari  and  return  thereto  should  be  disr^arded 
by  this  court.  They  form  no  part  of  the  records,  and  are  not 
brought  up  by  the  writ  of  error.  {The  People  agt  McOanfiy 
8  Parker  Or.  B.  272.) 

n.  The  indictment  is  good  on  its  feoe,  under  2  R  S.4Aed. 
851,  §  88,  and  it  is  equally  valid  under  2  R  &  4A  ed.  862, 
§41, 

The  judgment  is  such  an  one  as  a  conviction  under  either 
section  of  the  statute  would  authorize.  {The  People  agt  Alkn, 
5  Denio,  76 ;  Biggs  agt  The  People,  8  Barb.  547.) 

Ill,  The  verdict  in  this  case  was  not  a  special  verdict  la 
order  to  constitute  a  good  special  verdict,  the  jury  mu.4  find  all 
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the  facts  constituting  the  crime,  and  bring  it  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  (1  Chitty's  Orim.  Law,  6th  Am.  ed.  686 
and  642 ;  Oommaniuealth  agt.  Oodi,  21  Pick.  509 ;  Dyer  agt. 
(hmmonweaiih^  28  Pick.  402  ;  Commonwealth  agt  FischblaU,  4 
ifetcalf,  £54;  McGuffU  agt  The  State  of  OeorgiOj  17  Georgia, 
497.) 

IV.  The  verdict  in  this  case  is  a  general  verdict  under  §  88, 
2  B.  S.  ^th  ed.  851,  and  also  under  §  41,  2  B.  S.  4^  ed.  852, 
and  the  sentence  of  the  prisoner  to  the  state  prison,  for  a  term 
not  exceeding  five  years,  is  sustained  by  the  verdict  (Cb?n- 
monwealth  agt  FischbloM,  4  AfetcaJ/'s  B.  854 ;  The  People  agt 
Shaw,  1  Parker  Or.  B.  827 ;  The  People  agt  Jackson,  8  Hill 
B.  92;  The  People  agt  White,  22  TTend  175;  McOuffie  agt 
TAe  iSto/c,  17  Georgia,  497;  (Wrte  agt  TAtf  Commonwealth,  22 
jPennsyfoania  iJ.  851.) 

1.  Under  an  indictment  for  murder,  the  prisoner  may  be 
convicted  of  manslaughter.    {People  agt  Jackson,  8  Hill,  92.) 

2.  So,  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  simple  larceny,  un- 
der an  indictment  for  burglary  or  robbery,  {People  agt.  Jack- 
son,  8  Hill,  92 ;  People  agt  White,  22  Wend.  175.) 

8.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  we  are  not  allowed 
to  refer  to  the  indictment  for  the  means  or  weapon  with  which 
the  assault  and  battery  was  committed,  then  we  say  the  verdict 
is  good  under  the  41st  section,  as  by  that  section  no  instru- 
ment or  means  are  required,  except  the  act  and  intent. 

V.  If  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  is  not  one  .of 
guilty,  then  the  prisoner  must  be  again  put  on  his  trial.  ( Oon^ 
numweaUh  agt.  CaM,  21  Pick.  509.) 

Potter,  Justice.  The  defendant  was  indicted  for  two  stat 
ute  offences.  The  1st  and  2d  counts  were  for  the  same  offence, 
only  varied  in  statement,  for  an  assault  and  battery  with  a 
deadly  weapon,  with  intent  to  kill  one  Margaret  Collins.  The 
8d  count  was  for  an  assault  and  battery  upon  the  said  Marga- 
ret Collins,  with  intent  to  maim  her. 

A  trial  was  had  before  the  Saratoga  sessions.  The  jury  ren- 
dered their  verdict,  "  that  they  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  tho 
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crime  of*  assault  and  batteiy,  with  intent  to  IdlL"  The  jtidg^ 
ment  of  the  court  upon  this  verdict  was  a  sentence  of  Ibe  pris- 
oner  (the  defendant)  to  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison  for 
two  years.  So  much  of  the  case  was  brought  up  by  writ  ci 
error.  A  certiorari  was  also  issued  in  the  case,  upon  which 
the  clerk  returns  the  verdict  in  form,  as  rendered  by  the  jury, 
and  that  the  exact  words  and  form  of  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
were  as  above  given,  and  ihcU  was  the  only  verdict  rendered 
against  the  defendant  in  said  court  Thus  we  have  before  us, 
by  writ  of  error  and  certiorari,  all  that  the  defendant  desires 
to  have  reviewed.  The  attorney  for  the  people  objects  to  so 
much  of  the  case  as  is  brought  up  by  cwtiorari,  and  moved  to 
have  it  struck  out  of  the  case. 

I  think  the  practice  in  this  district  justifies  the  bringing  up 
of  any  errors  that  affect  the  party,  whether  in  or  dehors  the 
record  or  otherwise,  and  that  we  should,  therefore,  pass  upon 
all  questions  brought  before  us^  by  either  the  writ  of  error  cff 
certiorari,  pr  both. 

The  verdict  of  the  jury  was  a  special  verdict,  and  did  not 
find  the  defendant  guilty  of  either  of  the  statute  offences  Son 
which  he  was  indicted. 

The  offence  defined  in  the  88th  section  (8  Bev.  SlaL  9i4, 
5th  ed,)  is  as  follows :  "  Every  person  who  shall  be  convicted 
of  shooting  at  another,  or  attempting  to  discharge  any  kind  of 
arms  or  air  gun  at  another,  or  of  any  assauU  and  battery  upon 
another,  by  means  of  any  deadly  weapon,  or  by  such  other  means 
or  force  as  was  likely  to  produce  death;  with  the  intent  to  laUf 
maim,  ravish  or  rob  such  other  person,  Ac.,  sh^U  be  puniahed, 
&c." 

The  offences  that  are  described  in  the  41st  section  are  a  class 
of  offences,  the  punishment  of  which  is  not  before  prescribed. 
As  the  punishment  of  the  o£fonce  described  in  the  indictment 
is  prescribed  in  the  above  S8tih  section,  it  will  be  ae^i  that  the 
4l8t  section  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  case. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  is  a  good  indictment  in  form  f<tt 
the  offence  it  describes,  and  the  offence  set  forth  comes  within 
the  88th  section  of  this  statute.     The  jury,  however,  have  not 
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ftartii]eofiheorime,towiVdMOonimifiaioQof  the  uotby means 
qfctmf  deadly  weapon. 

KeA  the  indktmeiit  dbu^d  all  the  means  by  which  the 
ollbnoe  might  have  been  eommxtted,  or  that  it  was  committed 
by  rach  other  means  or  force  as  i^ss  likely  to  produce  death 
^rMh  like  intent^  whioh  lAeans,  or  which  force,  was  to  the 
grand  jury  miknowfr^-^r,  had  the  petit  joiy  finmd  the  defend- 
ant guilty  of  the  ofl^nce  fi>r  which  he  wtts  indicted,  or  gene- 
rally guilty,  so  as  to  meet  ibe  charge — ^the  court  would  see 
that  the  verdict  was  broad  enough  to  meet  the  charge.  But, 
vtpOA  tiiiB  writ  of  error,  we  muit  take  the  verdict  as  it  is  ren- 
dered. It  is  entirely  probable  that  the  jury  iniended  to  find 
him  guilty  under  one  of  the  first  two  counts,  instead  of  the 
thifd ;  and  that  tbeir  verdict  was  intended  so  to  egress  their 
finding.  This  verdict  might  have  been  definite  at  the  time 
by  their  explanation ;  but  it  was  not,  and  we  cannot  now 
speculate  upon  it.  The  form  of  the  verdict  must  be  such  that 
flU  the  dreumstanees  constituting  the  ofSsnee  must  be  found, 
in  order  to  enable  the  court  to  give  judgment ;  for  the  court 
cannot  supply  a  deficit  in  the  statement  made  by  the  jury  on 
the  record,  by  any  intendment  or  implication  whatsoever.  (1 
OhiL  O.  i.  648;  4  Jfet  864;  21  Pick.  509.) 

An  assault  and  battery  with  intent  to  kill  is  not  a  felony  by 
our  statutes,  nor  at  common  law.  It  is  only  felony  when 
committed  with  some  deadly  weapon,  or  with  some  other 
means  or  force  likely  to  produce  death.  {Barb.  Or.  L.  80, 
and  aidhorities  cited.) 

If  we  had  the  power,  I  should  like  to  send  the  case  back, 
for  a  new  trial,  but  I  do  not  think  we  have  the  power.    {See 
Opinion  (j/'Brokson,  in  People  agt  Taylor^  8  Denio^  97.) 
Judgment  reversed. 

RosfiKBAKS,  Justice.  The  verdi<^  rendered  in  this  case  is 
not  a  special  verdict,  as  it  omits  to  find  the  facte  upon  whioh 
judgment  of  law  is  to  be  pronounced  by  the  court.  But  it  is 
a  general  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  the  charge  of  assault  and  bat- 

VoL.  XVn.  21 
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tery,  but  not  of  the  aasault  and  battery  with  a  deaver  witb 
intent  to  Trill.  It  is  a  partial  verdict — a  verdict  of  guilty  of  a 
part  of  the  charge  contained  in  the  indictment^  and  is  silent  as 
to  the  residue  of  the  charge.  It  may  be  that  the  jury  intended 
by  the  verdict  to  cover  ihe  entire  charge  in  the  indictment; 
and,  before  it  was  rendered  and  the  jury  discharged,  their 
attention  might  have  been  directed  to  the  informality,  by  the 
court,  and  the  verdict  corrected.  But  nothing  should  be  left 
to  intendment  or  inference  after  the  verdict  is  rend»ed.  It 
should  be  either  a  general  verdict  of  guilty  when  the  whole 
charge  is  sustained,  or  a  special  verdict  finding  all  the  fisusts  to 
sustain  the  whole  charge,  in  order  to  subject  the  defendant  to 
the  full  punishment  prescribed  by  statute  to  the  oflbnce.  The 
fact  that  the  jury  have  chosen  not  to  find  a  general  verdict  of 
guilty,  or  a  special  verdict  setting  forth  all  the  facts  necessary 
to  constitute  the  entire  offence  charged,  famishes  an  argument 
that  they  do  not  intend  to  find  the  defendant  goilty  of  the 
whole  offence  charged,  but  only  of  such  parts  of  it  as  are 
included  in  the  verdict  The  offence  charged  in  this  case  was 
an  aasault  and  battery  with  a  cleaver  (a  deadly  weapon),  with 
intent  to  kill.  The  jury  find  the  defendant  guilty  of  the  crime 
of  assault  and  battery  with  intent  to  kilL  They  did  not,  how- 
ever, find  that  the  assault  and  battery  was  with  a  cleaver,  or 
that  the  defendant  intended  to  kill  the  person  assaulted  with 
a  cleaver.  An  assault  and.  battery  with  intent  to  Idll  is  not  a 
felony,  imless  it  is  committed  with  a  deadly  weapon,  or  by 
such  other  means  or  force  as  is  likely  to  produce  deatL  (3 
R  /SI,  6^  ficZ.,  944,  sec.  88.)  It  is  better  to  hold  to  some 
degree  of  strictness  as  to  the  manner  of  rendering  verdicts 
and  entering  them  in  the  minutes  of  the  court,  than  to  leave 
the  design  of  the  jury  a  matter  of  doubt,  or  of  inference  or 
argument  Under  this  indictment  the  defendant  could  be 
convicted  of  simple  assault  and  battery,  and,  as  the  verdict  is 
suflELcienily  formal  for  that  offence,  judgment  should  have 
been  rendered  against  the  defendant  on  that  verdict 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  sessions  should  be  reverBecL 
We  can  neither  give  a  new  judgment  nor  send  the  case  back 
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fixr  a  proper  judgment  (Peopk  agt.  Tayhr,  3  Denio^  91 ;  Qm- 
montoeaUh  agt  FischblaU,  4  MeL  R.  864;  J>yer  agt  Common* 
maUh,  28  i^cifc.  404;  2  OzTnpi.  iil  646.) 


SUPREME  COURT. 
In  the  Matter  of  the  Recifrooitt  Bank. 

The  seyenth  section  of  the  eighth  article  of  the  oonatitation  (1846)  of  this  state^ 
and  the  aot  of  1849  {Seaa,  Laws  1849,  ch.  226,  j}.  340)  in  aid  of  said  constitii- 
tion,  applj  to  banks  and  to  stockhoiders  of  banks  chartered  before  the  passage 
of  such  constitution  and  act  That  is,  thej  are  applicable  to  banks  chartered 
under  the  late  safety  fhnd  system,  and  render  the  stockholders  indiyiduallj 
liable  according  to  their  provisions. 

And  neither  the  said  constitution  nor  the  said  aot  of  1849  is  in  violation  of  the 
pioyiaons  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  declares  that  no 
state  shall  pass  any  '*  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts,"  wherever,  as 
in  this  case^  the  legislature  have  reserved  in  the  charters  the  words,  that 
"the  legislature  may  at  any  time  alter,  modii^  or  repeal  this  aot^  or  any  of  Its 
provisions." 

Although,  by  the  constitution  previous  to  1846,  "the  assent  of  two-thirds  of  the 
members  elected  to  each  branch  of  the  legislature  shall  be  requisite  to  every 
bin,  Ac,  creating,  continuing,  altering  or  renewing  any  body  politic  or  corpo- 
late,"  and  although  the  act  of  1849,  which  altered  this  charter,  had  not  the 
assent  of  two-thurds  of  the  legislature  to  its  passage,  yet  the  aot  was  validi 
passed  as  it  was  under  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of 
1846,  which  does  not  require  the  assent  of  two-thirds  of  the  legislature  to  such 
abiU. 

Under  the  act  of  1849,  the  court  have  the  power  to  order  an  apportionment  of 
the  debts  of  the  corporation  among  the  stockholders,  although  there  may  be 
aasets  of  the  corporation  undisposed  of  in  the  receiver's  hands. 

Married  women  could  own  stock  in  banks  in  their  own  right,  both  at  common 
law  and  under  the  aot  of  1848-9,  and  the  legislature  had  the  power  to  alter 
the  common  law  so  as  to  make  them  personally  liable  to  the  amount  of  their 
stook.  It  has  thought  proper  to  do  so,  and  the  court  is  bound  to  enforce  the 
linbOity;  but  it  affects  their  property  ak>ne.  What  it  is  worth  to  and  how  it 
may  be  enforced  by  orediton^  are  questions  upon  which  the  court  here  is 
not  required  to  ] 


Mie  Special  Term^  Aprils  1859. 

MonON  to  confirm  the  report  of  the  referee  to  whom  it  was 
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referred  to  apportioa  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  Bedpro 
city  Bank  asaong  the  several  stockholders  liable  for  the  aame, 
under  the  act  of  1849  (ek  226)[1], 

H.  W.  EoGERS  for  Wm.  Williams,  Eeceiver,  &a 

The  following  named  counsel  appeared  and  filed  exceptions 
to  the  report  in  behalf  of  the  parties  hereinafter  named: 

John  Ganson  for  the  North  Western  Insurance  Company, 
Kjjjah  p.  Williams  and  William  Q.  Fargo. 

Ward  Hunt  for  John  Savage. 

J.  L  CuBTBiNius  for  S*  Newtjon  Dexter  and  others. 

H.  C.  Van  Vorst  for  James  R.  Boyd  and  others. 

F.  Kernan  for  H.  P.  Alexander  and  others. 

Mr.  I*ANSING  for  himself  and  others. 

Mr.  Clark  for  Erastus  Bogsrs  and  others. 

Mr.  Ford  for  himself  and  others. 

GreenBi  Justice.  After  a  careftd  consideration  of  the  ques- 
tions raised  on  the  ai^gument,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  report  of  the  referee  should  be  confirmed.  It  would  he 
alike  impracticable  and  unprofitable  to  refer  in  this  opinion  at 
length  to  the  various  minor  questions  raised  by  the  diffident 
exceptors.  Many  of  them  relate  to  the  practice  under  the  act 
in  questi(Hi,  and  I  wiU  merely  remark  that  such  of  them  as 
were  not  considered  and  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals  "  in 
the  Matter  of  the  Empire  City  Bank,*^  I  have  had  fiiequent 
occauon  to  examine  with  care  in  the  progress  of  this  proceed- 
ing, which  has  been  conducted,  I  believe,  entirely  before  me 
upon  a  reconsideration  of  my  previous  conclusions.  I  am  con- 
vinced that  the  proceedings  have  in  all  respects  been  con- 
ducted in  substantial  compliance  with  the  act 

I  will  therefore  proceed  to  the  examination  of  tbe  objec^ns 

[1]  Nora.— The  SackeM^HartwrBaiikwasiiioefpontod,  iwder  the  aafe^  fend 
sjBtem,  in  the  year  1834,  and  transacted  businees  at  Sackett'a  Harbor  until  the 
year  1852,  when  it  was  authorized  to  change  its  place  of  business  to  the  city  of 
Buffalo.  B^  an  act  of  the  legislature^  passed  March  6,  1657,  the  naa/i  of  tiie 
Sackett*B  Hubor  Bank  was  changed  to  the  "  Reclprodty  Bank.*' 
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ilk  yflndk  all  the  ezoeptors  unite  on  the  argament,  and  which 
qoestioti  directly  the  validity  of  any  proceedings  in  any  form 
nnder  the  statute  against  this  bank. 

JPiiBt)  then,  it  is  claimed  that  neither  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1849,  nor  of  the  constitution  in  aid  of  which  that  act 
was  passed,  extend,  either  in  terms  or  by  fidr  implication,  to 
the  Beciprocity  Bank,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  created  and 
existed  anterior  to  the  constitution  and  the  statute,  and  that 
both,  if  not  so  declared  in  terms,  are  by  plain  implication 
pioapectiye  in  their  character,  and  must  be  so  limited  in  their 
operafcioii.  The  safest,  and  indeed  ihe  only  test  of  the  sound- 
ness of  tliis  position,  will  be  found  by  resorting  to  the  primary, 
aad)  in  (be  absence  of  any  ambiguity  or  obscuri^  appearing 
tl^re,  the  exdusive  evidence  as  to  the  intention  of  tiie  people 
in  adopting  the  constitution,  and  of  the  legislature  in  passing 
the  statute,  namely,  the  language  ofthoee  instrumerUs.  I  think 
botli  the  constitution  and  the  statute  apply  in  plain  tenns  to 
this  corporation.  The  language  of  the  seventh  section  of  the 
eighth  article  of  the  constitution  is,  ''  the  stockholders  of  every 
corporation,  &c.,  for  banking  purposes,  issuing  bank  notes,  &c., 
to  circulate  as  money  after  the  first  day  of  January,  one  thou* 
sand  eight  hundred  and  fifty,  shall  be  individually  responsible 
to  the  amount  of  their  req>ective  share  or  shares  of  stock  in 
any  such  corporation,  &c.,  for  all  its  debts  and  liabilities  of 
every  kind  contracted  after  the  first  day  of  Januaiy,  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  fifty." 

I  do  not  see  how  the  convention  could  have  adopted  lan- 
guage plainer  or  more  comprehensive  and  apt  than  this,  to  ex- 
press an  intention  to  include  aU  corporations,  without  regard  to 
the  date  or  purpose  of  their  incorporation.  The  language  of 
the  statute  seems  to  me  equally  clear.  It  is  (§  1) :  "  When- 
ever de£Biult  shall  be  made  in  the  payment  of  any  debt  or  lia- 
bility contracted  after  the  first  day  uf  January,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  fifty,  by  any  corporation  or  joint  stock  asso- 
ciation, &c.,  the  stockholders  of  such  corporation  or  association 
shall  be  individually  responsible,"  &c.  This  language  seems 
to  me  to  admit  of  but  one  interpretation.    It  expresses  but  one 
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meaning,  and  neither  needs  nor  admits  of  constraction,  and 
here,  as  is  my  strong  inclination  to  and  general  practice  in  socb 
cases,  I  sboald  rest  the  case  and  arrest  argument 

But  the  earnestness  and  distinguished  ability  with  which  the 
position  in  question  was  argued  and  urged  upon  me  on  the 
argument  not  only  command  my  respect,  but  seem  to  excuse^ 
if  they  do  not  require,  some  discussion  of  the  proposition  on 
general  principles.  And  in  the  first  place,  the  inquiry  appears 
to  be  natural  and  significant,  why,  if  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  framers  of  the  constitution  to  exempt  stockholders  in  exist- 
ing corporations  of  this  description  firom  the  contemplated 
liability,  did  they  fix  upon  a  period  of  three  years  after  the 
constitution  was  designed  to  take  efiect,  as  the  time  when  this 
provision  should  go  into  operation  ?  If  it  was  intended  to  ap- 
ply to  corporations  to  be  created  in  future,  those  who  desired 
to  become  stockholders  in  such  corporations  would  do  so  with 
a  full  knowledge  of  the  liabilities  which  they  would  incur  by 
so  doing ;  and  no  postponement  of  the  time  when  this  proyi- 
sion  should  take  effect  would  be  necessary  for  their  protection, 
or  consistent  with  the  general  policy  indicated  by  this  section. 
It  is  apparent,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  framers  of  the  consti- 
tution intended  to  establish  a  general  rule  of  personal  liability 
on  the  part  of  stockholders,  applicable  to  all  corporations  of 
this  sort,  and  to  postpone  its  operation  to  such  a  time  as  would 
enable  all  interested  in  their  stock  and  business  to  shape  their 
affairs  with  a  view  to  the  known  responsibilities  which  would 
be  incident  to  their  future  operationa  This,  among  many 
other  considerations  which  might  be  urged,  is  to  my  mind  very 
significant  as  to  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  constitution, 
and  if  it  was  possible  to  add  anything  to  the  force  of  the  very 
clear  and  simple  language  in  which  that  intention  is  expressed, 
we  have  ample  assurance,  from  this  view  of  the  case,  that  that 
language  was  deliberately  chosen  and  well  considered  with  the 
intent  to  express  precisely  what  it  so  plainly  imports.  The 
absence,  also,  of  any  word  in  the  section  to  limit  or  qualify  the 
very  general  terms  used,  when  the  two  words,  "  hereafter  cre- 
ated," inserted  after  tiie  word  "  purposes,"  in  the  second  line, 
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would  have  done  it  so  effeetiially,  and  would,  moreover,  have 
occurred  so  naturally  to  an  intelligent  draughtsman,  having 
such  an  intention,  seem  to  ezdude  the  idea  of  any  sach  limited 
application  of  the  language  of  the  section  as  is  now  contended 
for.  But  this  is  not  all  the  eztrinsio  evidence  we  have  on  this 
subject.  It  appears  from  the  reported  proceedings  of  the  con- 
vention {Atlas  ed.  997  and  998),  that  the  precise  amendment 
just  suggested  was  proposed  in  the  convention  when  this  sec- 
tion was  under  discussion,  and  was  rejected  after  debate  and 
consideration.  I  cannot  well  see  how  we  could  get  an  accu- 
mulation of  evidence  more  varied  and  pertinent  in  its  charac- 
ter, or  conclusive  in  its  £>rce,  than  i3  derived  from  all  these 
sources.  It  tends  uniformly  to  one  conclusion,  and  that  I  have 
already  suggested. 

But  it  is  claimed  by  the  several  exceptors,  that  if  the  con- 
stitution and  statute  are  applicable  in  terms  to  this  corporation, 
their  provisions  are  void,  for  the  reason  that  they  are  in  con- 
jBict  with  that  provision  of  the  tenth  section  of  the  first  article  of 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  declares  that  no 
state  shall  pass  any  *'law  impairing  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts." The  charter  of  this  corporation  was  granted  by  the 
legislature  of  this  state  in  1834.  {Sess.  Laws,  ch.  204,  p.  355.) 
It  contains  no  provisions  subjecting  the  stockholders  to  any 
personal  liability  whatever ;  but  the  37th  section  is  in  these 
words :  ''  The  legislature  may  at  any  time  alter,  modify  or  re- 
peal this  act  or  any  of  its  provisions."  That  this  charter  was 
a  contract  between  the  state  and  the  corporators,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  The  question  is,  whether  the  act  of  1849,  which 
added  to  the  terms  or  "  obligations  "  of  the  original  contract 
the  personal  liability  of  the  corporators  for  the  debts  of  the 
corporation,  essentially  changed,  or,  in  the  language  of  the  con- 
stitutional prohibition  which  we  are  considering,  "  impairs  the 
obligation  "  of  that  contract  The  exceptors  cite  and  rely 
upon  the  cases  of  The  Pigua  Branch  of  State  Bank  of. Ohio  agt 
Knoop  (16  How.  U.  S.  Bep.  869),  and  Dodge  agt.  Woolsey  (18 
id.  881),  as  authorities  on  this  point  A  short  statement  of 
those  cases  will  be  sufficient  to  show  their  bearing  upon  the 


828  NXW-TOBi:  PBAOnOB  bbpobib. 

Iq  <bB  Mjilter  of  l^e  Bfieiproeity  Beids; 

question  under  eonfiide^tion.  By  a  law  paflged  by  the  genor- 
al  assembly  of  Ohio,  in  184:5,  it  was  provided  that  all  banksi 
organissed  under  that  aot  and  aooepting  ite  piroykdons^  dynild 
semi-annually  set  o£f  and  pay  to  the  stale  a  oeitain  p^  oent 
on  its  profits  for  the  last  half  year,  whieh  sum  was  to  be  ac- 
cepted by  the  state  in  ^'li^i  of  all  taxes  to  which  the  company 
or  the  stockholdezs  therein  would  othi^rwise  be  sn1:gect." 

Several  banks  oi^ganized  tinder  this  aet,  aod  among  these 
the  Piqua  Bank  or  branch,  and  anoth^i  in  which  the  plaintiff 
in  the  case  last  cited  was  a  foreign  stockholder.  Sabse<' 
quently,  and  in  1861,  the  genwd  assembly  passed  an  act  ta^i:- 
ing  all  banks  the  same  as  individuals,  thereby  inqK>sing  nposL 
the  banks  in  question  a  higher  tax  than  they  Yfere  subject  to 
by  the  law  of  1845.  The  question  raised  in  the  firat  case  wa% 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  act  of  1851*  The  only  di&renoe  be- 
twe^a  the  cases  was,  that  in  the  lat^  case  the  law  of  the  legist 
latore  was  passed  in  1852,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  a  consti- 
tution different  fix>m  that  under  which  the  law  of  1845  was 
passed.  The  new  constitution  required  the  legislature  to  pass 
Tmiform  laws  on  the  subject  of  taxation,  and  to  tax  banks  the 
same  as  other  parties.  The  supreme  court  oi  the  United  States 
held  that  both  laws  were  in  conflict  with  the  provision  of  the 
constitution  above  cited.  That  the  law  of  180  was  a  contract 
between  the  state  and  such  banks  as  or^mized  under  it|  and 
that  the  prohibition  of  any  law  impairing  it  was  a  limitation 
of  the  sovereign  power  of  the  state,  which  extended  as  well  to 
the  people  in  their  original  sovereign  capacity,  as  to  their  leg- 
islative, executive  and  judicial  agents.  In  a  word,  that  the 
restraint  is  imposed  upon  the  govemmerU  of  the  state,  and  not 
upon  any  particular  branch  or  department  of  the  government 
The  soundness  of  this  proposition  and  its  applicability  to  the 
cases  cited  are  too  obvious  to  require  argument  The  result 
of  that  application  is  equally  obvious.  A  state  constitution  is 
no  more  i)of  less  than  a  law,  differing  from  a  law  passed  by 
the  legislature  only  in  the  mode  of  its  enactment,  and  if  in 
either  way  a  state  attempts  to  violate  or  evade  any  provision 
of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  law  which  would 
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psodo^  tluii  reBult  is  void.  But  the  eases  dted  are  not  in 
poiaL  Tke  distinguishing  &ct  in  this  case,  and  one  whieh  I 
think  decifliTe  ci  the  point  under  consideinUiioQy  is  the  reserva- 
tioB  of  the  power  by  the  legislature  in  the  S7th  section  of  the 
charter  of  the  Beciprocity  Bank,  already  dted,  to  alter,  modi- 
fy or  iepe$l  the  charter,  or  any  (^  its  provisians  at  any  time. 

The  language  of  this  section,  it  will  be  oonoeded,  reserves  to 
the  state  plenary  power  over  this  charter.  It  will  be  seen,  on 
a  careful  examination  of  the  Ohio  cases,  that  no  each  power 
was  raaerved  by  the  legislature  in  the  act  of  1845,  and  that 
that  fact  controlled  the  dedsion  of  those  cases.  No  mention 
is  made  in  those  cases  of  any  such  reservation  in  the  act,  which 
is  fully  set  out  in  the  bill  filed  in  the  case  of  Dodge  agt.  Wool- 
Mey^  and  it  appears  affirmatively  fh>m  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Jus* 
lice  McLeajt,  in  the  case  of  The  Piqua  Bank  agt.  Knxxyp^  that 
that  power  was  not  reserved  in  the  act  He  says:  "Every 
valuable  privilege  given  by  the  charter,  and  which  conduced 
to  an  acceptance  of  it,  and  an  organization  under  it,  is  a  con- 
tract  which  cannot  be  changed  by  the  legislature,  when  ike 
power  todosoisnot  reserved  by  the  charier,^^  thus  recognizing 
both  the  validity  of  such  a  reservation  and  its  controlling  im- 
portance upon  such  a  question. 

Indeed,  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  alter  a  charter  pre- 
viously granted,  to  the  extent  to  which  it  has  reserved  the 
power  to  do  so,  was  never  questioned.  But  it  was  urged,  and 
I  con&ss  with  much  plausibility,  by  the  learned  and  venerable 
counsel  who  made  the  principal  argument  upon  this  question, 
that,  as  by  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of  this  state, 
adopted  in  1822,  under  which  this  charter  was  granted  {artkle 
7,  §  11),  "  the  assent  of  two-thirds  of  the  members  elected  to 
each  branch  of  the  legislature  shall  be  requisite  to  every  bill, 
&a,  &c.,  &c.,  creating,  continuing,  altering  or  renewing  any 
body  politic  or  corporate."  And  as  this  law  of  1849  has  the 
effieot  to  alter  the  charter  of  this  corporation,  and  it  had  not 
the  assent  of  two-thirds  of  the  legislature  to  its  passage,  the  law  j 

is  void. 

This  latter  &ct  is  undisputed,  and  it  must  be  conceded  that  ' 
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this  act  does  in  e£Pect  alter  this  charter ;  but  in  connection  with 
these  &ct8  it  must  be  remembered  that  bj  the  constitution  of 
1846,  which  was  in  force  when  the  act  in  question  was  passed, 
the  assent  of  two- thirds  of  the  members  of  the  legialataie  to 
the  passage  of  such  a  bill  was  not  required,  and  that  this  act 
had  the  assent  of  the  requisite  number  of  rotes  according  to 
the  existing  constitution.    The  question  that  is  presented  by 
this  phase  of  the  case  is  simply  this :  When  the  power  to 
alter  a  corporate  charter  is  reserved  by  the  legislature  grants 
ing  it,  is  the  number  of  votes  required  for  such  alteration  by 
the  constitution  in  force  when  that  charter  is  granted,  requi- 
site to  the  validity  of  an  act  altering  it  without  regard  to  the 
time  when,  or  circumstances  under  which  such  alteration  is 
made  7    The  argument  of  the  exceptors  is,  that  the  assent  of 
two-thirds  of  the  members  of  the  legislature  to  the  alteration 
of  this  charter,  which  was  required  when  it  was  granted,  is  as 
much  a  part  of  the  charter  or  condition  of  the  contract  between 
the  state  and  the  corporation,  as  the  rights  reserved  in  general 
terms  to  alter  the  charter. 

I  have  bestowed  much  reflection  upon  this  view  of  the  caae^ 
but  I  cannot  assent  to  it  The  error  of  (ihe  argument  oonsisISi 
in  my  judgment,  in  confounding  the  idea  of  a  general  power 
with  the  agency  through  which,  and  the  form  and  mann^  in 
which  the  power  is  exercised. 

The  legislature  is  simply  the  representative  and  organ  of 
the  sovereignty  of  the  state.  The  term  is  only  another  name 
for  the  same  thing.  The  state,  then,  acting  through  this  or- 
gan of  its  sovereignty,  reserved  to  itself  this  acknowledged  and 
essential  attribute  of  its  original  power — ^tbe  right  at  any  time 
to  repeal  or  alter  this  charter  or  any  of  its  provisions.  I  can- 
not  think  that  the  existence  of  this  power  depends  in  any  de- 
gree upon  the  mere  form  or  manner  in  which  it  may  be  exer- 
cised. On  the  contrary,  I  think  the  people,  who  possess  the 
power,  may  from  time  to  time  designate  the  agents  or  oi^gans 
by  which,  and  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  the  power  shall 
be  exercised.  This  they  have  heretofore  done  by  written  con- 
stitutions, in  which  they  have  imposed  specific  restrictions  upon 
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iheir  legislature  and  to  some  extent  prescribed  to  it,  forms  and 
modes  of  proceeding.  The  powers  of  the  legislature  must  of 
course  be  exercised  in  subordination  to  such  restrictions  and 
in  conformity  to  the  prescribed  forms  of  procedure.  But,  sub- 
ject to  these  qualifications,  the  legislature,  in  my  opinion,  may 
exercise  any  power  vested  in  it  at  its  pleasure.  In  the  exer- 
cise of  such  power  it  is  vested  with  a  plenary  discretion  oyer 
all  questions  of  expediency,  time  and  forms  of  proceeding.  If 
this  was  not  so,  a  radical  or  even  material  change  by  the  peo- 
ple in  the  policy  and  form  of  their  government,  by  their  or- 
ganic law,  would  result  in  an  unintentional  surrender  by  them 
of  many  and  some  of  the  most  essential  powers  of  sovereignty. 
I^  for  instance,  the  people  should  in  a  subsequent  revision  of 
their  constitution  vest  the  legislative  power  of  the  state  in  one 
general  assembly  instead  of  a  senate  and  assembly,  by  which 
that  power  is  now  exercised,  it  would  no  longer  be  possible  to 
exercise  the  power  reserved  by  the  legislature  in  this  charter, 
and  all  of  the  charters  granted  for  the  last  thirty  years.  As 
there  would  no  longer  be  iwo  branches  of  the  legislature,  the 
assent  of  two  thirds  of  the  members  of  "  each  branch  "  could 
not  be  obtained.  Can  it  be  seriously  claimed  that  by  such  a 
change  in  the  form  of  the  state  government  this  power,  so  cau- 
tiously reserved  by  the  legislature,  would  be  abandoned,  and 
that  thenceforward  the  innumerable  corporations  created  by 
the  legislature  since  1822  would  be  absolved  from  all  further 
legislative  control  and  responsibility  to  its  superintending 
power  ?  The  statement  of  such  a  proposition  seems  to  me  a 
sufficient  refutation  of  it.  Upon  this  theory  it  might  be  argued 
(and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  argument  would  not 
be  sound)  that,  by  the  changes  made  by  the  constitution  of 
1846,  this  and  many  other  essential  powers  of  the  legislature 
had  been  surrendered.  The  change  in  the  manner  of  choos- 
ing senators  and  members  of  assembly  may  be  cited  as  an  in- 
stance. Why  might  not  the  stockholders  in  these  corporations 
argne  with  equal  force  that  the  condition,  that  the  legislature 
should  be  diosen  as  it  was  at  the  time  the  charter  was  j 

I 
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granted,  was  as  mudi  a  part  of  the  contract  as  that  a  o^rtam 
number  of  votes  should  be  obtamed  for  the  alteration  of  the 
oharter? 

But  I  deem  it  unneeessarj  to  pursue  the  argument  My 
conclusion  in  brief  is,  that  as  the  power  to  make  this  alteration 
was  reserved  in  express  terms  in  this  charter,  and  as  it  was  ex- 
ercised bj  an  authority  adequate  for  that  purpose,  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  constitution  in  force 
when  the  alteratioa  was  made,  the  law  is  not  obnoxious  to  &e 
olgection  that  it  violates  the  contract  witk  this  corporation 
contained  in  its  charter. 

I  think  enough  has  been  said  to  show  that  the  act  is  not  in 
conflict  with  the  18th  section  of  the  first  article  of  our  consti- 
tution. That  section,  in  general  terms,  provides  that  nothing 
in  that  constitution  shall  affect  any  corporate  charters  granted 
by  this  state  since  the  fourteenth  day  of  October,  1775,  mean- 
ing simply,  as  I  read  it,  that  all  corporate  rights  then  in  exist- 
ence should  remain  in  statu  quo;  that  the  corporate  franchise 
should  continue  to  be  enjoyed  upon  the  same  terms,  and  held 
sulgect  to  the  same  conditions  that  were  then  attached  to  thenu 
As  we  have  seen,  one  of  the  conditions  of  this  charter  was  that 
the  legislature  (or  the  state)  might  at  any  time  alter  or  repeal 
it.  This  was  the  status  of  the  franchise  when  the  constitution 
was  adopted,  and  the  provision  in  question,  preserving  it  as  it 
then  toc^Sf  did  not  deprive  the  state  of  the  right  to  exercise  the 
power  reserved  in  the  charter ;  and  the  £sk^t,  that  the  alteration 
was  made  by  the  same  instrument  which  in  this  section  pre- 
served the  charter  subject  to  the  right  to  make  that  alteration, 
is  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

The  next  objection  to  the  confirmation  of  the  referees'  report^ 
relied  upon  by  all  the  exceptors,  is  that  the  report  shows  a  laige 
amount  of  assets  in  the  receiver's  hands  not  disposed  oj^  and 
that,  until  the  assets  are  exhausted,  the  court  has  no  power,  un- 
der the  act,  to  order  an  apportionment  of  the  debts  of  the  cor- 
poration, among  the  stockholders.  As  I  have  before  remarked, 
this  question  was  carefully  considered  by  me,  when  the  order 
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of  reference  vas  granted ;  and  after  an  attentire  reoonsident- 
tion  of  it,  aided  by  the  able  arguments  of  ooansel,  and  a  re- 
examination of  the  statute,  I  am  unable  to  como  to  a  diiferent 
condnsion  from  that  which  I  reached  when  I  granted  the  or- 
der. I  will  refer  but  briefly  to  a  few  of  flie  provisions  of  the 
statute  upon  which  I  found  my  opinion. 

Section  twelve  provides  that  the  receiver,  under  the  direo- 
tion  of  the  comptroller,  shall  convert  all  the  securities  deposited 
by  the  corporation  with  him,  *'  with  &e  leasl  possible  delay," 
and  shall  also  convert  into  cadi,  the  effects  and-  demands  of 
the  corporation,  and  for  that  purpose  may  sell  any  of  such  de- 
mands at  auction^  which  any  justice  of  this  court  may  author*- 
ize  to  be  sold.  It  fbrther  provides,  that  within  ninety  days 
fix>m  the  time  of  his  appointment,  unless  such  time  be  extended 
by  a  justice  of  this  court,  not  exceeding  ninety  days^  the  re- 
ceiver shall  make  a  dividend  of  the  cash  in  his  hands,  among 
the  creditors. 

Section  thirteen  prescribes  the  order  of  distribution. 

Section  fourteen  provides  that  if  any  debts,  contracted  after 
the  first  day  of  January,  1850,  remain  unpaid,  the  receiver 
shall,  within  thirty  days  after  the  declaration  of  the  said  first 
dividend,  render  an  account  to  a  justice  of  this  court,  of  the 
debts  remaining  unpaid,  and  a  preliminary  account  of  his  pro- 
ceedings, stating  the  cash  on  hand,  the  payments  made  by  him, 
and  the  dividends  declared,  &a 

Section  fifteen  requires  him,  at  Ae  same  Hmej  to  submit  to 
said  justice  a  list  of  all  persons  who  have  been  stockholders 
since  the  first  day  of  Januaiy,  1860,  together  with  the  residence 
and  the  amount  of  stock  lield  by  each. 

Section  sixteen  provides  that  said  justice  Asl\  thereupon^  re- 
fer the  report  and  list  of  stockholders  to  a  referee,  with  direc- 
tions, after  giving  certain  notices,  to  apportion  the  debts  of  the 
corporation,  incurred  after  the  said  first  day  of  January,  among 
the  stockholders. 

Sections  seventeen,  eighteen  and  nineteen  contain  directions 
as  to  the  proceedings  and  report  of  the  referee.    Sections  nine- 
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teen  and  twenty  provide  for  the  filing  of  ibe  report  of  the  !«& 
eree,  and  the  entry  of  the  order  of  confirmationi  and  the  effiact 
of  such  order. 

Section  twenty-three  provides  that  neither  the  dividends 
directed  in  the  preceding  sections  to  be  made,  nor  the  oppor- 
tionmerU  of  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  shall  be  delayed  or  sus' 
pmded  by  reason  of  the  pendency  of  any  litigation,  &c^  &a, 
for  the  recovery  of  any  demand  by  or  against  such  corporatlcm, 
unless  the  same  shall  be  expressly  directed  by  a  justice  of  this 
court,  &c.,  and  that  such  delay  shall  in  no  case  exceed  one 
year.  The  latter  clause  of  the  section  provides  that  if  any 
prosecution  shall  be  pending  against  such  corporatdon,  in  which 
any  demand  against  it  may  be  established,  the  receiver  may 
retain  in  his  hands  the  proportion  of  the  fonds  which  belong 
to  such  demand,  &c.,  to  be  applied  according  to  the  event  of 
such  prosecution,  or  to  be  distributed  in  some  future  dividend, 
to  creditors  or  stockholders. 

The  twenty-fourth  section  provides  thaty  ii^  after  paying  and 
discharging  the  debts,  Ac,  there  shall  remain  in  the  hands  of 
the  receiver  any  assets  of  the  corporation,  they  shall  be  con- 
verted into  cash  and  paid  to  the  stockholders,  upon  whom  the 
debts  have  been  apportioned,  according  to  the  sums  paid  by 
them. 

From  these  several  provisions  it  appears  to  me  dear  that 
while  the  receiver  is  peremptorily  required^  within  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  12th  section  as  enlarged  by  a  justice  of  this 
court,  to  declare  a  dividend,  and  if  after  such  dividend  any 
debts  of  the  corporation  contracted  afl»r  the  first  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1850,  shall  remain  unpaid,  to  present  his  report  to  such 
justice  containing  a  list  of  the  persons  who,  since  that  timCi 
were  stockholders,  &c,  and  that  upon  receiving  such  report 
said  justice  is  as  peremptorily  required  to  refer  the  report  to  a 
referee,  for  the  purpose  of  apportioning  the  debts,  &a,  of  the 
corporation  among  the  stockholders ;  the  justice  before  whom 
the  proceedings  are  pending  is  vested  with  an  unlimited  dis- 
cretion as  to  the  question  whether  the  effects  and  demands  of 
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the  coipoiation  shall  be  fiist  converted  into  money.  The  12ih 
section,  it  is  trae,  requires  the  receiver  to  convert  the  effects 
and  demands  into  money,  but  no  time  is  specified  within  which 
ihis  is  to  be  done,  and  when  for  that  purpose  a  sale  of  the 
"  demands  "  may  be  thought  best,  authority  to  do  so  must  first 
be  obtained  from  a  justice  of  this  court  This  authority  may 
be  given  or  withheld  in  the  discretion  of  the  justice,  and  it  is 
easy  to  see  that  there  may  be  cases  where  it  would  be  exceed- 
ingly indiscreet  to  give  the  receiver  that  authority.  But 
whether  given  or  withheld,  the  requirement  that  the  receiver 
shall  declare  his  dividend  and  make  his  report,  and  that  there- 
upon the  justice  to  whom  the  report  is  presented  shall  make  an 
order  of  reference  to  apportion  the  debts  among  the  stockhold- 
ers, is  equally  peremptozy.  The  question  as  to  whether  the 
power  to  direct  a  sale  of  the  demands,  &c.,  in  this  case  has 
been  discreetly  exercised,  is  not  presented  on  this  motion,  and 
I  shall  not  remark  upon  it  The  only  question  before  me  is 
that  of  the  potoer  at  this  time  to  make  the  apportionment  In 
my  opinion  the  power  exists,  and  to  direct  it  seems  to  me  to 
be  in  harmony  with  the  manifest  policy  of  the  act.  If  delay 
and  uncertainty  are  to  attend  the  winding  up  of  the  afhirs  of 
these  institutions,  the  act  evidently  contemplates  that  the  re- 
salting  hardships  should  be  borne  by  the  stockholders  rather 
than  die  creditors. 

A  question  was  made  upon  the  argument  by  certain  of  the 
exceptors,  as  to  the  power  of  the  corporation  to  receive  its 
stock  in  payment  of  debts  or  otherwise,  and  to  re-issue  it  If 
this  was  a  question  between  the  corporation  and  such  stock- 
holders, it  might  present  serioua  difficulties.  But  we  are  now 
dealing  with  a  statute  liability  of  the  stockholders,  real  or  ap- 
parent, to  the  creditors  of  the  corporation,  and  I  think  the 
statute  settles  the  question.  Section  second  provides  in  ex- 
press terms  that  the  term  ''  stockholders ''  shall  apply  not  only 
to  such  persons  as  appear  by  the  books  of  the  corporation,  &a, 
to  be  such,  but  also  to  every  equitable  owner  of  the  stock.  It 
is  not  necessary  now  to  inquire  whether  both  such  apparent 
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and  eqmtable  owneis  oould  be  made  jomtlj  liable  in  tioBpito- 
ceeding,  or  how  that  liabOitj  could  be  enfiiroed.  Ifeisenou^ 
that  those  who  purehaaed  &e  Meirkdc  slock  oonsented  to  do 
80,  and  were  regiatered  on  the  boohs  of  the  bank  as  rtooVhold* 
ers,  and  leoeLyed  diyidends  as  such. 

This,  in  my  opinion,  makes  them  liable  imder  tide  aet.  I 
think  there  is  no  fbree  in  the'  objection  that  certain  sbazes  of 
the  stock  were  not  assessed  by  the  referee,  since  it  distiiicilj 
appears,  ftom  his  report,  that  those  assessed  are  assessed  for  Hie 
precise  amount  that  they  woold  have  been  had  the  olhetAMNB 
been  assessed.  Under  snch  oircnmstanceB^  I  can  seen  so 
rational  ground  of  oomplaint  on  their  part  The  answer  to 
the  yarioos  objections  of  the  mairied  women  who  were  slOQk- 
holders  at  the  time  of  the  fiulore  of  the  bank  is  to  be  found  in 
the  plain  terms  of  the  act  The  liability  thereby  created  iB 
imposed  upon  the  ''  stockholders."  Manied  women  could  own 
stock  in  banks  in  their  own  right,  both  at  conmion  law  and 
under  the  act  of  1848,  and  the  acts  amendingit^  and  the  legis- 
lature had  the  power  to  alter  the  common  law  so  aa  to  make 
them  personally  liable  to  the  amount  of  their  stock.  It  has 
thought  proper  to  do  so,  and  we  are  bound,  in  this  as  in  all 
other  cases,  to  enforce  the  liability.  It  is  hardly  neoeasaiy  to 
remark  that,  as  that  is  a  statute  liability,  it  extends  to  theybna 
covertf  and  affects  her  property  alone.  What  it  may  be  wcotii 
to  creditoxB,  or  by  what  particular  proceeding  it  is  to  be  en- 
forced in  this  case,  are  questions  witii  which  I  have  nodnng 
to  do« 

I  think  the  report  of  the  referee  should  be  confirmed,  and 
an  order  accordingly  must  be  entered  in  the  office  of  the  desk 
of  Erie  county. 
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In  the  Matter  of  William  H.  Cook. 

Under  the  act  of  Congresa^  which  permitB  the  enlistment  of  in&nts  in  the  annj 
and  nayj,  with  the  consent  of  "  the  parent,"  Jtc,  the  mother  of  an  infant  son, 
the  father  being  dead,  and  the  mother  married  and  living  with  a  second  hus- 
band, has  authority  to  consent  to  his  enlistment 

Although  such  consent  is  required  to  be  in  writing,  and  to  be  "  first  had  and  ob- 
tained," yet  where  the  consent  was  by  parol  on  the  day  of  enlistment,  and  the 
written  consent  made  several  days  subsequent  thereto,  Held,  that  the  written 
consent  could  be  deemed  nothing  more  than  a  ratification  of  the  parol  At  all 
events,  the  enlistment  would  be  valid  from  the  time  the  written  consent  was 
given. 

New '  York  Special  Term,  July,  1856. 
Application  for  discharge  of  the  relator  from  enlistment, 
for  want  of  a  proper  consent  of  his  parents. 

Clerke,  Justice.  The  act  of  Congress  expressly  permits 
the  enlistment  of  infants,  with  the  consent  of  **  the  parent,"  &c. 
It  prescribes  no  particular  method  hy  which  this  consent  shall 
be  signified ;  nor  does  it  specify  which  parent ;  nor  does  it  ex- 
clude either  parent  from  giving  it.  In  this  case  the  father  was 
dead,  and  the  mother  was  married  again.  The  principle  of 
the  common  law  is,  that  the  father  has  the  first  title  to  guar- 
dianship by  nature  (the  custody  of  the  person),  and  the  mother 
the  second.  This  right  of  the  mother  was  not  necessarily  for- 
feited by  her  second  marriage,  and  when  we  consider  that  the 
language  of  the  act  is  explicit  and  unqualified,  allowing  "  the 
parent "  to  give  the  consent,  I  can  have  no  hesitation  in  decid- 
ing that  the  mother  of  this  minor  had  power  under  the  act  to 
consent  to  his  enlistment. 

With  regard  to  the  fact  of  the  consent,  she  accompanied  the 
lad  to  the  recruiting  office,  on  the  16th  of  February,  1856,  re- 
quested that  he  should  be  accepted,  and  on  the  25th  signed  a 
written  consent  The  counsel  for  the  relator  contends  that  the 
consent  is  invalid,  insisting  that  it  was  given  after  the  enlist- 
ment^ as  the  act  says  that  the  consent  must  be  ^^ first  had  and 
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obtained."  But,  the  consent  was  given  by  parol  on  the  16tli, 
the  day  from  which  the  enlistment  dates,  although  not  consum- 
mated until  after  a  probation  of  some  days ;  the  written  can 
be  deemed  nothing  more  than  a  ratification  of  the  parol  con- 
sent ;  and  even  if  this  latter  were  to  be  disregarded,  and  the 
written  the  only  consent,  although  the  enlistment  would  be 
void  in  such  case  anterior  to  its  execution,  yet  it  would  clearly 
operate  to  make  it  valid  from  that  time. 
Application  denied. 


NEW-YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
"William  Hone  agt.  Dennis  Joslien. 

Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  before  one  of  the  justices  of  the  marine  oourt,  jud^ 
ment  is  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  appeals  to  the  general 
term  of  that  court,  where  the  judgment  is  reversed^  generally  without  award- 
ing a  new  trial,  such  a  decision  is  not  in  a  condition  to  be  brought  hy  appe4 
before  the  common  pleas  for  review.  It  is  not  a  case  where  tiiere  has  been 
an  actual  or  final  determmation  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  by  the  tnarine  oourt. 
The  latter  court  should  award  a  new  trial 

And  it  is  the  usual  practice  in  the  common  pleas,  in  such  cases,  to  dismiss  tbe 
appeal,  ot  send  the  return  back  to  the  marine  courts  that  the  proper  judgmfint 
may  there  be  given. 

General  Term,  June,  1859. 

By  the  court — Hilton,  Judge.  On  the  trial  of  this  action 
before  one  of  the  justices  of  the  marine  court,  judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  plaintiflF.  The  defendant  appealed  to  the 
general  term  of  that  court,  where  the  judgment  was  reversed; 
and  from  this  decision  of  the  general  term,  reversing  the  judg- 
ment generally  and  wiHwut  awarding  a  new  trial,  or  in  any  way 
determining  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  an  appeal 
is  brought  to  this  court. 

It  is  prescribed  by  the  Code  {Sec,  852),  that  where  a  judg- 
ment shall  have  been  rendered  by  the  general  term  of  the 
marine  court,  the  appeal  shall  be  to  this  court,  but  it  shall 
only  "  be  from  an  actual  determination  at  such  general  term." 
As  a  judgment  is  described  by  section  245  to  be  **  the  final  de- 
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"'.)•  X  parties  in  the  action,"  it  seems 

.■<  N,  xot  in  a  condition  to  be  brought 

>  •fr'  nere  has  been  no  actual  or  final  de* 

is  of  the  parties  by  the  marine  court ; 

.oterraination  is  had,  and  the  case  is  at 

.ft,  it  cannot  be  brought  here,  it  being  the 

ode  to  allow  only  one  appeal  to  us  in  the  same 

as  the  construction  given  by  the  court  of  appeals  to 
language  under  the  Code,  section  11,  respecting  appeals 
.lat  court.  {Swatwout  agt.  Cwrtiss^  4  Comst  415  ;  Deane  agt. 
Sorihern  R,  F.  Oo,,  3  id.  545 ;  Paddock  agt.  Springfield  Fire 
and  Mariue  Ins,  Co,,  2  Kemaii^  591.)  And  we  have  repeat- 
edly held,  in  cases  like  the  present,  where  the  judgment  has 
been  reversed  on  appeal,  that  the  marine  court  was  clearly 
wrong  in  not  awarding  a  new  trial ;  and,  in  many  instances, 
appeals  have  been  dismissed,  or  the  returns  sent  back  with 
directions  to  that  effect. 

That  court  has,  at  general  term,  all  the  powers  in  reviewing 
a  judgment  brought  before  it  on  appeal,  that  a  general  term  of 
supreme  court  has  in  like  cases.  It  may  reverse,  affirm  or 
modify  the  judgment,  and,  in  case  of  reversal,  may  order  a  new 
trial,  or,  instead,  may  give  final  judgment  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant, when  it  can  see  that  no  possible  state  of  proof  appli- 
cable to  the  issues  in  the  cause  will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a 
recovery.  {Figaniere  agt.  Jackson^  11  How,  Pr,  462  ;  Edmon- 
Stan  agt.  McLoud,  16  iV.  F.  Rep.  543 ;  Griffin  agt.  Marquardtj 
17  id.  28.) 

Although,  in  the  language  of  Judge  CoMSTOCK,  in  the  latter 
case  (jxige  33),  "  it  is  proper  to  say,  and  to  say  with  great  dis- 
tinctness, as  the  opinion  of  this  court,  that  extreme  caution 
ought  to  be  exercised  in  refusing  new  trials  where  judgments 
are  reversed.  The  discretion  of  the  appellate  court  should  be 
exercised  in  that  direction,  only  in  cases  when  it  is  entirely 
plain,  either  from  the  pleadings  or  from  the  very  nature  of  the 
controversy,  that  the  party  against  whom  the  reversal  is  pro- 
nounced cannot  prevail  in  the  suit." 
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I  hare  no  hesitation,  however,  in  adding  that  this  is  not  a 
case  in  which  such  a  final  judgment  should  be  given. 

The  evidence  at  the  trial  may  not  have  been  sufficient  in 
law  to  sustain  the  judgment ;  yet  it  is  impossible  for  the 
appellate  court  to  know  that  the  necessary  proof  might 
not  be  supplied  on  another  trial,  and  which  it  was  their  duty 
to  order. 

The  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  and  the  return  sent  back  to 
the  marine  court,  that  the  proper  judgment  may  there  be 
given.[l] 

[1]  Note. — ^In  the  case  of  Asior  ag^.  VAmowreya  (4  Sdi,  Wl\  the  head  nek 
states  that  ^'  an  appellate  court)  in  reviewing  a  judgment  upon  a  case  made  attbe 
trial,  is  not  aathorized  to  reyerse  the  judgment,  and  render  a  final  jadgment 
against  the  parijr  who  prevailed  in  the  court  below.  It  can  onlj  order  the 
judgment  reveraed  and  a  new  triaL" 

The  dlfficult7  in  that  case  is,  that  the  head  note  is  too  broad  for  the  deeisioiiof 
the  court ;  it  should  have  applied  the  principle  to  the  fisMSta  of  that  case,  instead  of 
making  it  applj  generally.  The  court  say,  after  a  veijfuU  statement  of  the  facts 
of  the  case,  that  *'  the  superior  court  erred  in  reversing  the  judgment  recovered  at 
the  circuit,  and  ordering  a  final  judgment  for  the  defendant,  upon  a  case  made  at 
the  trial.  It  should  have  ordered  a  new  trial,  which  was  all  it  was  aathorized  to 
do.  Judgment  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered."  That  is,  all  that  the  supeiior 
court  was  authorized  to  do,  in  thai  case^  was  to  order  a  new  trial 

But  that  case  is  set  right  in  the  decision  oSEdmaiisUm  agt  McLoud  (16  N.7.R. 
643),  where  it  is  hdi^  Habbis,  Judge,  that  "  where  the  appellate  court  can  see 
that  no  possible  state  of  proof;  applicable  to  the  issues  in  the  case^  will  entitle  the 
party  to  a  recovery,  it  is  not  necessary  or  even  proper  that  a  new  trial  shoold  be 
awarded."  And  this  doctrine  was  also  held  in  the  case  of  GHffin  agt  Marqmardl 
(17  N,  Y,  B.  28)^  "  that  the  supreme  court  is  bound  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  revers- 
ing a  judgment  upon  appeal  on  a  case,  unless  the  case  be  within  the  exception 
stated  in  IkJtmonsion  agt.  McLoud  (16  H  Z  IL  543) ;  that  it  should  in  this  case 
have  awarded  a  new  trial,-  and  thai  this  court  oould  review  the  error,  JudgmaJL 
modified  by  Ihe  atoard  of  a  new  triaV* 

This  decision  seems  to  be  a  decisive  authority  that  tiie  appeSate  court  ia  bound, 
not  only  to  entertain  the  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  absolute  reversal,  but  to  o^ 
der  a  new  trial,  if  necessary  or  proper.  Because,  Judge  Oomstock,  in  the  case 
cited,  refers  to  the  Code,  which  says  that  "  the  appellate  court  may  reverse^ 
affirm  or  modify  the  judgment  or  order  i^pealed  (mm,  in  the  respect  mentioned 
in  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  may,  ifneceseary  or  proper,  order  a  new  triaV*  And 
then  says,  "  the  terms  of  this  provision  are  so  plain,  that  no  argument  can  be  ne- 
cessary to  show  that  the  appellate  court  is  not  imperatively  required  in 
all  oases,  on  reversing  a  judgment^  to  grant  a  new  trial    On  the  contrary,  U 
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%8  plain  thai  a  nm  irial  ianotiohe  granted^  unless  ihs  covri  thinks  U  necessary  or 
proper.^ 

The  court  that  thinka  it  necessary  or  proper  is  the  appellate  court  And 
that  Of  firsl^  the  general  term,  and  then  the  court  to  which  an  appeal  from  the 
general:  term  may  be  taken.  Th«t  the  question,  whether  a  decision  by  the  gen- 
end  term  of  reversal  absolutely  is  a  "final  determination  of  the  rights  of  the 
I<artio8  in  the  action,,^'  so  that  an  appeal  will  lie  to  the  appellate  court,  seems 
never  to  have  been  doubted  by  the  court  of  appeals,  except,  perhaps,  in  some  of 
the  views  expressed  by  Judge  Coscstock,  in  the  case  of  Oriffin  agt  Marquardi, 
sttprOfSJid  in  ivhich  he  was  distinctly  overruled  by  all  the  other  judges,  holding 
that  the  ^wurt  of  appeals  eould  leview  th^  error,  and  they  did  review  it  by  award- 
ing anew  tiiaL — [R1SBOBXB& 


SUPBEME  COURT. 
BoBEBTS  agt.  Cabteb. 
Tebbt  agt  BOBSBTa 

TVliere  the  report  of  the  xieferee  was  made,  awarding  a  sum  to  the  plaintiff  which, 
with  all  his  interest  therein,  was  assigned  to  his  attorney,  in  consideration  of 
services  rendered  by  the  attorney,  and  for  moneys  advanced  to  carry  on  the 
suit,  and  the  attorney,  on  being  substituted  as  plaintiff  entered  Judgment  in 
hifi  own  hame  against  the  defendant,  for  the  amount  reported  due,  with  the 
costs  of  the  suit;  and,  subsequently,  the  defendant  obtained  judgment,  on  re- 
port of  referee,  against  the  original  plainti£f,  and  moved  to  setofif  his  judgment 
against  the  former, 

Beld^  that  such  6etK>ff  could  not  be  allowed  The  attorney  was  not  only  the 
equitiible  aasignee  of  the  judgment  to  the  amount  of  his  oosts^  but  the  actual 
assignee,  for  a  good  consideration,  of  the  whole  judgment,  before  the  latter 
judgment  was  obtained. 

New-  York  General  Term,  May,  185&. 
MooioN  to  set  off  judgments. 

John  Fitch,  /ot:  motion. 
'     .  E.  TfiBBY,  qpjwed,,,; 

By  the  court— Davies^  Justice.    In  July,  1857,  the  referee 
to  whom  these  causes  \y:ere  referred  made  report  therein, 
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awarding  a  sum  in  each.  In  the  last  case,  to  the  then  plain. 
tijQF,  Carter,  the  sum  of  $149.:^7,  Immediately  on  the  report 
being  made,  Carter  assigned  the  same,  and  all  his  interests 
therein,  and  in  the  cause,  to  Terry,  his  attorney,  in  considera- 
tion of  services  rendered  by  Terry  as  his  attorney,  and  for 
moneys  advanced  by  Terry  to  carry  on  the  suit.  On  such  as- 
signment being  made,  Terry  caused  himself  to  be  substituted 
as  plaintiff,  instead  of  Carter ;  and  on  the  23d  of  July,  1857, 
perfected  judgment  against  Eoberts,  for  the  sum  of  $319.56. 
On  the  8d  of  August,  1857,  Eoberts,  on  the  report  of  the  ref- 
eree, made  in  his  fevor,  perfected  judgment  against  Carter  for 
the  sum  of  $1040.12.  This  judgment  was  appealed  to  tie 
general  term,  and  there  affirmed.  At  a  special  term,  Septem- 
ber 14th,  1857,  a  motion  was  made  to  offiet  the  judgment  in 
the  first  above  entitled  action,  against  the  judgment  in  the  sec- 
ond above  entitled  action,  and  which,  after  hearing  counsel, 
was  denied  with  costs,  but  leave  was  given  to  Eoberts  to  move 
for  a  stay  of  proceedings,  to  prevent  Terry  from  proceeding  to 
collect  his  judgment,  pending  the  appeal. 

The  motion  for  a  stay  came  on  before  Mr.  Justice  EoosE- 
VELT,  on  the  9th  of  October,  1857,  and  an  order  was  made 
granting  the  stay,  until  the  decision  of  the  appeal  in  the  first 
above  entitled  action.  On  appeal  this  order  was  affirmed  at 
general  term,  and  the  decision  leaves  us  at  liberty  to  consider 
the  question  now  presented,  precisely  as  if  no  stay  had  been 
granted.  We  think  the  justice  at  special  term  was  in  error, 
in  holding  that  this  court  at  general  term  had  decided  that 
the  lien  of  the  attorney  for  his  costs,  and  the  rights  which 
he  had  acquired  as  the  actual  assignee,  for  value,  of  the 
judgment  against  Eoberts,  before  the  recovery  of  the  judgment 
against  his  assignor,  could  be  defeated  by  allowing  the  set- 
off asked  for.  We  do  not  see  that  any  such  question  was 
decided,  or  intended  to  be  decided,  either  by  the  general  term 
or  the  justice  who  heard  the  motion  for  a  stay  at  the  special 
term.    ' 

Terry  was  an  equitable  assignee,  to  the  extent  of  his  costs,  of 
the  judgment  against  Eoberts,  and  an  actual  assignee  for  value 
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of  the  residue,  before  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  of  Eoberts 
against  Carter.  The  question  presented  for  decision  on  this 
appeal  is,  whether,  on  motion^  this  court  will  allow  the  set-off, 
and  thus  deprive  the  attorney  not  only  of  his  lien  for  costs,  but 
of  his  rights  as  actual  assignee  of  the  judgment. 

The  cases  are  numerous  where  the  courts  have  protected  the 
lien  of  the  attorney.  And  they  proceed  upon  the  principle 
that  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  equitable  powers,  will  pro- 
tect the  lien  of  the  attorney  to  the  extent  of  his  costs,  and  this 
rule  is  equally  observed  and  maintained,  as  well  in  courts  of 
law  as  in  equity.  {Dunkin  agt.  Vandenhurghj  1  Paige^  622, 
and  cases  tliere  died;  Oihon  agt.  Fryatt^  2  Sand,  S,  C.  Rep,  638 ; 
Sweet  agt.  Barilett^  4  id,  661 ;  Nash  agt.  Hamilton^  8  Abbott  Pr, 
Hep,  85 ;  Pechham  agt.  Barcalow,  Lalor^s  Sup.  to  Denio,  ^.  112 ; 
Spear  agt.  Eeyer,  2  Whit.  Pr.  255.) 

In  this  court,  it  has  been  the  practice  to  allow  set-oflfe  of 
judgments,  though  the  effect  would  be  to  destroy  the  lien  of 
the  attorney  for  his  costs.  This  rule  and  the  reason  for  it  are 
stated  by  Savage,  Ch.  J.,  in  2' he  People  agt.  N,  Y.  Com.  Pleas 
(13  Wend.  649).  He  there  states  that,  in  setting  off  judgments 
in  the  English  courts,  there  is  a  difference  between  the  king's 
bench  and  common  pleas,  in  regard  to  the  attorney's  lien  for 
his  costs,  the  former  holding  that  the  costs  are  not  to  be  set  off 
but  only  the  balance  of  the  judgment  after  the  costs  are  paid, 
the  latter,  that  the  costs  may  be  set  off,  the  lien  of  the  attor- 
ney being  subordinate  to  the  equities  of  the  parties. 

He  says  that  this  court  has  long  since  adopted  the  principle 
of  the  English  common  pleas,  that  the  equities  of  the  parties 
were  superior  to  those  of  the  attorney.  With  high  respect 
for  the  authority  of  these  opinions,  I  cannot  concur  in  the 
position  that,  as  to  the  costs  earned  in  the  cause,  the  equities 
of  the  parties  are  superior  to  those  of  the  attorney,  by  whose 
labor  and  efforts  they  have  been  acquired,  and  through  whose 
instrumentality  alone  any  right  to  them  exists.  I  am  unable 
to  appreciate  the  force  of  the  arguments  by  which  it  Ls  main- 
tained that  B.,  having  a  judgment  against  A.  for  a  debt  due  by 
A.  to  him,  has  a  superior  equity  to  take  the  earnings  of  A.'s 
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attorney  to  pay  that  debt,  over  the  attorney  who 
the  costs,  and  without  whose  labor  they  would  not  nominally 
be  due  to  A.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  equities  of  the  attoiney 
are  superior^  He  is  entitled  to  the  costs  as  the  fruits  of  his 
labor,  talents  and  skill,  and  this  court  does  not  permit  his  cli- 
ent to  receive  them  in  fraud  of  his  rights.  This  subject  is 
ably  discussed  by  Daly,  Judge,  in  Ward  agt  %me  (9  How, 
16).     His  argument  seems  to  me  unanswerable. 

The  court  of  exchequer  in  England  and  the  court  of  chan- 
cery were  inclined  to  follow  the  rule  of  the  common  pleas,  but 
the  decisions  in  each  were  conflicting,  and  in  1833,  on  the 
adoption  of  the  iiew  rules,  the  rule  of  the  king's  bench  was 
made  applicable  to  all  the  courts.  The  rule,  therefore,  adopted 
in  this  court  from  the  common  pleas  of  England,  has  been 
abandoned  there,  and  has  never  been  followed  in  the  courts  of 
chancery  of  this  state,  or  in  the  superior  court  or  court  of  com- 
'  mon  pleas.  And  it  seems  to  me,  that  it  has  been  abandoned 
in  this  court,  especially  in  this  district.  If  it  has  not,  it  is  time 
that  it  was. 

In  Peckham  agt.  Barcalow  {Lalor's  Sup.  to  Denio^  112),  where 
the  facts  are  almost  identical  with  those  presented  on  this 
motion,  the  motion  to  set  off  a  judgment  assigned  to  an  attor- 
ney was  refused.  The  court,  by  Bronson,  J.,  say:  "  The  as- 
signment was  made  ia  payment  of  the  costs  due  from  the 
defendant  to  his  attorney.  I  see  no  reason  why  this  wte  not 
as  good  a  consideration  as  'though  the  attorney  had  pAid  so 
much  money.  The  attorney's  lien  for  his  costs  is  not  always 
protected  against  the  equities  existing  between  the  parties. 
But  I  think  he  is  the  assignee  of  the  judgment,  and  is  entitled 
to  the  same  protection  as  any  other  assignee." 

The  rule  in  the  superior  court  is  rigidly  adhered  to,  which 
is,  to  sustain  the  lien  of  the  attorney,  whenever  it  can  be  done 
without  infringing  upon  the  statute  of  set-off,  and  that  where 
his  right  to  costs  was  established,  the  court  would  protect  it  so 
far  as  it  could,  "  because,  however  the  matter  might  be  tech- 
nically, the  costs  were  in  reality  the  property  of  the  attorney." 
{Smith  agt.  Lowden,  1  Sand.  S.  C.  Beporis,  696 ;   ChUwn  ^ 
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FryaJti^  2  &nd.  &  0.  Beports^  638;   Sioeet  agt.  BarOeU^  4- 
id.  661.) 

In  all  thfise  cas^B,  motions  were  made  to  set  off  judgments, 
thdeflfect  of  which  would  be  to  deprive  the  attorney  of  his 
costs,  and  the  same  were  denied.  The  rights  of  the  attorney 
are  protected  in  the  court  of  common  pleas.  {Ward  agt. 
WbrdswortJi,  1  R  B.  Smith,  598.)  The  opinion  of  Daly,  J., 
in  this  case,  contains  an  elaborate  review  of  all  the  cases  on 
this  point,  and  the  practice  of  the  different  courts.  And  Judge 
Harris,  referring  to  it  in  Haight  agt.  Holcomb  (16  How.  Pr. 
Sep.  163),  says :  "  The  whole  subject  has  received  at  the  hands 
of  Judge  Daly  a  more  complete  and  thorough  examination 
than  I  have  met  with  elsewhere.  The  opinion  itself  is  a  fine 
£5)ecimen  of  juridical  learning  and  sound  argument" 

"We  have  seen  that  the  supreme  court  of  this  state,  in  1848, 
in  Peckham  agt.  Barcalow  {cited  supra),  refused  to  permit  a  set- 
off of  judgments  to  defeat  the  attorney's  lien.  The  same  de- 
cision was  made  at  special  term,  in  the  2d  district  in  1853,  by 
Strong,  Justice.  {Van  PeU  agt  Boyd,  8  How.  Pr.  Bep.  319.) 
Edwards,  J.,  in  Spear  agt.  Heyer  (2  Whit.  Pr.  255),  in  1852, 
in  this  district)  held,  that  the  rule  allowing  a  set-off  of  judg-  . 

mentfi,  without  reference  to.  the  attorney's  lien  for  costs,  was 
inequitable,  and  that  where  there  had  been  an  assignment  of  i 

the  costs  by  the  party  to  his  attorney,  and  before  the  opposite  j 

party  had  acquired  a  right  of  set-off,  the  assignment  should  be 
sustained,  and  he  denied  the  motion  to  set-off. 

In  this  case,  the  assignment  was  made  by  the  client  to  his 
attorney,  before  the  opposite  party  had  obtained  his  judgment, 
and,  consequentiy,  before  his  right  to  a  set-off  existed.    But,  | 

the  precise  point  presented  in  this  case  has  been  decided  at  a  i 

general  term  in  this  state,  and  in  accordance  with  the  decision  I 

in  this  district,  and  in  the  superior  court,  and  court  of  common 
pleas.  In  Nash  agt.  Hamilton  (3  AbboU^s  Pr.  Rep.  35),  the 
general  term,  in  the  sixth  district,  held  that,  where  a  verdict  I 

and  the  judgment  to  be  entered  thereon  were  assigned  by  the  j 

plaintiff  to  his  attorney,  the  assignment  was  effectual  to  pre- 
vent the  defendant  setting  off  a  judgment,  subsequently  re-  | 
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covered  in  his  favor  against  the  plaintiff,  against  the  judgment 
so  assigned. 

In  that  case,  on  the  3d  of  February,  1855,  the  plaintiff  ob- 
tained a  verdict,  in  an  action  for  slander,  of  $75,  and  on  the 
5th  of  May,  1855,  a  judgment  was  entered  on  the  verdict  for 
$196.47  damages  and  costs.  On  the  3d  of  February,  immedi- 
ately on  the  verdict  being  rendered,  the  plaintiff  assigned  it  to 
his  attorney,  for  a  valuable  consideration.  This  consideration 
was  to  secure  his  attorney  for  services  in  the  action,  and  for 
money  lent  to  him  and  paid  out  for  him  as  such  attorney.  On 
tlie  14th  of  February,  1855,  the  defendant  recovered  a  judg- 
ment against  the  plaintiff,  on  a  promissory  note,  in  a  justice's 
court,  for  $49.83  damages  and  costs,  and  which  was  docketed 
in  the  county  clerk's  office,  April  5th,  1855. 

The  defendant  paid  to  plaintiff's  attorney,  on  account  of  the 
judgment,  $145,  and  moved  to  set  off  his  judgment  against  the 
plaintiff's  judgment,  and  the  court,  at  general  term,  held  the 
set-off  could  not  be  made.  In  Williams  agt  BaUerman  (4 
Barb.  47),  this  court  held  that  an  attorney  has  a  lien  on  a  judg- 
ment recovered  by  him  for  his  costs.  He  is  equitably  entided 
to  the  costs  as  a  compensation  for  his  labor  and  expense  of 
prosecuting  or  defending  the  suit  He  is  regarded  as  an  as- 
signee of  the  judgment,  to  the  extent  of  the  costs  included 
therein.  {Ciiing  1  Paige,  626 ;  15  John,  406.)  And  thecoart 
in  that  case  also  held  that,  being  regarded  as  the  assignee,  to 
the  extent  of  his  costs,  he  was  entitled  to  all  the  protection  of 
an  assignee. 

In  Ilaujht  a^  Holcomb  (16  How.  160),  Harris,  Justice, 
held,  that  it  was  a  well  settled  doctrine  before  the  Code,  that 
although  costs  were  in  form  recovered  by  the  prevailing  party, 
and  became  a  part  of  the  judgment  in  his  favor,  yet  the  attor- 
ney was  to  be  regarded  as  an  equitable  assignee  to  the  extent 
of  his  costs,  and  his  rights  as  such  would  be  protected,  and 
that  this  doctrine  had  not  been  changed  by  the  Code. 

This  case  was  heard  at  general  term  (16  How.  173),  and 
the  judgment  affirmed,  the  court  holding  that  the  attorney's 
lion  shouhl  be  maintained  under,  as  well  as  before  the  Code, 
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and  that  it  could  be  so  maintained  to  the  extent  of  the  costs 
appearing  by  the  roll.  And  such  lien  was  maintained  on  the 
ground  that  the  attorney  was  an  equitable  assignee  of  that  por- 
tion of  the  judgment  covering  the  costs  in  the  action. 

But,  in  the  present  case,  the  attorney  was  not  only  the  equi- 
table assignee  of  that  portion  of  the  judgment  covering  the 
costs,  but  he  was  the  actual  assignee  for  value  of  the  whole 
judgment,  before  the  plaintiff  Roberts  had  obtained  his  judg- 
ment, and  before  his  equity  arose  to  set  off  suflBicient  of  it  to 
liquidate  the  judgment  against  him.  It  seems  to  me  that  this 
latter  position  is  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  motion  to  set  off. 
{Graves  agt.  Yioodhury^  4  Hill^  559.) 

In  the  present  case,  the  report  of  the  referee  and  Carter^s 
claim  were  assigned  to  his  attorney,  who,  on  the  23d  of  July, 
1857,  entered  up  judgment  in  his  own  name,  for  $319.56.  On 
the  3d  of  August  following,  Eoberts  perfected  and  docketed 
judgment  against  Carter,  for  $1040.12,  and  now  moves  to  set 
off  sufficient  of  that  judgment  to  satisfy  the  judgment  assigned 
to  Terry. 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  we  think  this  cannot  be  done, 
and  that  the  order  at  special  term,  allowing  such  set-ofl^  should 
be  reversed  without  costs,  and  said  motion  be  denied* 

Clerke,  Justice.  I  concur,  without  any  reference  to  the 
liens  of  attorneys.  Terry  stands  before  us  as  an  assignee  of 
a  claim  transferred  to  him,  before  the  recovery  of  judgment 
in  the  first  suit.  In  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  fraud  or 
want  of  consideration  between  Carter  and  Terry,  we  are  to 
treat  the  latter  precisely  like  any  other  person  who  might 
have  been  the  assignee;  and  surely  in  such  case,  under  the 
same  circumstances,  we  never  would  have  allowed  the  set-off. 
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SUPEEME  COUET. 
Zenas  F.  Case  agt.  Roderick  Price  and  others. 

In  a  mortgage  foredogwre  caae,  the  plaintifif  is  entitled  to  make  all  persons  parties 
defendants  Who  have  apparent  liens  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  jOT  are  sob- 
sequent  grantees  or  mortgagees  of  any  part  or  parcel  thereof.  But  he  shoiold 
be  carcM  to  see  that  the  subsequent  deeds  or  mortgages  executed  bj  the  mort- 
gagor, and  shown  in  the  certificate  of  the  county  clerk,  convey  or  cover  some 
part  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

The  $2  for  each  additional  defendant  (now  not  exceeding  ten)  ^ould  only  be  al- 
lowed fof  defendants  necessaiily  made  parties  to  the  suit,  and  no  person  can  be 
a  necessary  or  proper  party  who  is  not  a  subsequent  grantee  of  the  mortgaged 
premises,  or  some  part  thereof,  or  has  some  lien  by  judgment,  decree  or  moat- 
gage  theredii.  And  it  is  not  too  late  to  raise  this  objection  on  the  adjfuinyaii 
ofeostSi 

If  a  deed  of  premises  is  made  absolutely  to  trustees,  without  qualification,  trust 
.  or  restriction,  the  title  is  in  the  trustees,  and  they  are  individually  necessaiy 
and  proper  parties  in  a  foreclosure  case,  where  the  premises  are  subject  to  the 
lien  of  the  mortgage ;  but  where  it  appears  firom  the  face  of  the  deed  that  it  b 
made  in  tnisrt  or  for  the  use  of  a  corporation,  no  estate,  legal  or  equitable,  vests 
in  the  tmstees,  but  in  the.  ooiporation,  and  the  irutiees  are  unneoesBsry 
parties. 

Where,  in  a  case  like  this,  the  law  allows  a  specific  fee  to  a  sherifi*,  if  the  attorney 
emplojTS  a  constable,  or  some  private  person,  to  perform  the  service,  it  is  proper, 
within  the  limits  of  sherifis'  fees,  to  allow  as  a  dishuraemeni  the  sum  actoaUy 
paid  for  serving  the  summons  and  complaint,  and  notice  of  the  object  of  the 
suit.    But  the  affidavit  showing  the  disbursement  should  also  show  the  reaaon- 

.  ableness  of  the  charge,  and  that  it  is  a  fair,  just  and  proper  compensation  for 
the  time  employed,  and  the  distance  travelled  in  making  such  service.  But 
the  claim  for  such  services,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  the  full  amount  of  sherifly 
fees,  as  a  disbursement  paid  to  any  person  rendering  the  service,  is  inadmisaibleu 

It  has  been-  held  at  general  term,  and  such  is  the  practice  in  the  seventh  district^ 
tl^t  witnesses'  fees  are  not  recoverable  by  parties  who  are  examined  as  wit- 
nesses for  themselves  in  the  cause. 

The  sheriff  is  entitied  to  a  fee  of  fifty  cents  for  eveiy  ,cause  noticed  for  trial  at  a 
curcuit>  and  placed  on  the  calendar  for  triaL 

Monroe  Special  Jferm,  April^  1859. 

Appeal  from  clerk  of  Wayne  county,  upon  an  adjustment 
of  costs  in  an  action  of  foreclosure. 
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S.  Mathews,  for  motion, 

S.  K.  'WuAAA.l^^^  for  plaintiffs, 

E.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice.  The  first  objection  made  be- 
fore the  taxing  officer  was,  to  the  item  of  $82,  for  41  addi- 
tional defendants,  upon  the  ground  that  such  defendants  were 
not  necessarily  made  parties.  The  defendant's  counsel  pre- 
sented to  the  clerk  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  stating  that 
the  only  defendants  who  had  any  interest  in  the  mortgaged 
premises,  as  subsequent  purchasers  or  incumbrancers,  were  the 
Wayne  County  Collegiate  Institute,  a  corporation  incorporated 
"by  the  regents  of  the  university,  to  whom  defendant  had  con- 
veyed, as  a  site  for  an  academy,  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises, and  Eobert  B.  Sutton,  who  holds  a  subsequent  mortgage, 
and  John  Haight,  who  had  recovered  a  judgment  against  him. 
The  plaintilBf's  attorney  presented  his  affidavit,  in  which  he 
stated  that,  from  the  best  information  deriyed  from  the  clerk 
by  his  official  search,  and  according  to  his  best  information 
and  belief,  no  persons  were  inserted  or  made  defendants^  ex- 
cept those  who  were  necessary  and  proper  parties,  and  that 
the  number  of  such  defendants  was  settled  from  said  search, 
compared  with  a  map  of  the  village  of  Arcadia.  This  affida- 
vit is  hardly  sufficient  to  justify  the  making  of  some  28  per- 
sons parties,  who  had  no  liens  upon  or  were  non-incumbrancers 
upon  the  mortgaged  premises.  In  such  cases,  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  is  entitled  to  make  all  persons  parties  defendants,  who 
have  apparent  liens  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  or  are  sub- 
sequent grantees  or  mortgagees  of  any  part  or  parcel  thereof. 
But  he  should  carefully  see  that  the  subsequent  deeds  or  mort- 
gages, executed  by  the  mortgagor  and  shown  in  the  certificate 
of  the  county  clerk,  convey  or  cover  some  part  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises. 

If  the  defendant's  affidavit  is  to  be  believed,  none  of  the  41 
additional  defendants,  except  the  three  above  named,  have  any 
lien  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  unless  the  first  trustees  of 
the  Wayne  County  Collegiate  Institute  were  necessary  or  proper 
parties.    The  $2  for  each  additional  defendant,  besides  the 
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mortgagor,  in  foreclosure  suits,  should  only  be  allowed  for  de- 
fendants necessarily  made  parties  to  the  suit,  and  no  person 
can  be  a  necessary  or  proper  party  who  is  not  a  subsequent 
grantee  of  the  mortgaged  premises  or  some  part  thereof,  or  has 
some  lien,  by  judgment,  decree  or  mortgage,  thereon.  And  it 
is  not  too  late  to  raise  this  objection  on  the  adjustment  of  the 
costs.  The  plaintiflF's  counsel  is  mistaken  in  the  view,  that  the 
objection  that  unnecessary  persons  are  made  parties  is  waived, 
unless  it  is  made  by  demurrer,  so  far  aa  relates  to  this  ques- 
tion of  costs. 

It  also  appears  from  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
that  the  above  mentioned  conveyance,  which  the  defendant 
Pierce  states  was  made  to  theWayne  County  Collegiate  Institute, 
was  in  fact  made  to  the  "  first  trustees  of  the  Wayne  County 
Collegiate  Institute,"  which  the  plaintiff^s  attorney  claims  enti- 
tled him  to  make  the  first  trustees  parties  individually,  and  that 
upon  this  ground  fifteen  persons  were  made  defendants.  H 
the  conveyance  was  thus  made  after  the  incorporation  of  the 
Wayne  County  Collegiate  Institute,  or  in  contemplation  of 
such  incorporation,  and  it  was  expressly  stated  upon  the  &oe 
of  the  deed  that  the  conveyance  was  in  trust  or  for  the  use  of 
the  corporation,  as  a  site  for  an  academy,  no  estate,  legal  or 
equitable,  vested  in  the  trustees,  the  legal  estate  therein  being 
in  the  corporation  (2  Eev.  Siat  chapter  1,  part  2,  "  of  uses  and 
trusiSj^^  §  47  and  49),  and  the  trustees  were  unnecessary  parties. 
But  if  no  use  or  trust  is  declared  in  the  deed,  and  the  convey- 
ance was  absolutely  to  the  trustees  as  mere  descripiio  persona- 
rum  of  the  grantees,  without  qualification,  trust  or  restriction, 
the  title  then  was  in  the  trustees,  and  the  first  trustees  were 
necessary  and  proper  parties.  Upon  the  papers  before  me,  I 
cannot  determine  how  the  fact  upon  this  point  is,  and  shall 
leave  the  parties  to  make  further  proof  before  the  clerk,  upon 
the  readjustment  of  the  costs. 

The  next  objection  is  to  the  item  of  $65,  for  service  of  sum- 
mons on  forty -two  defendants.  The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  in  respect  to  this  item,  states  that  "  the  expenses  for 
service  on  the  said  defendants  were  necessarilj-  incurred,  ao- 
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cording  to  the  registry  kept  by  deponent,  and  according  to  his 
best  knowledge  and  belief."  It  is  not  claimed  that  this 
amount  was  paid  for  sherifts'  fees,  or  that  the  service  was  ren- 
dered by  any  sheriff  or  sheriff's  ojficers.  The  charge  is 
claimed  on  the  ground  of  a  disbursement  made  to  some  private 
person  in  the  employment  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  the 
claim,  as  I  understood  it  on  the  argument,  was,  that  a  party  is 
entitled,  on  the  adjustment  of  his  costs,  to  claim  for  such  ser- 
vices the  full  amount  of  sheriff's  fees  as  a  disbursement  paidjto 
any  person  rendering  the  service.  This  claim  I  think  entirely 
inadmissible  and  unfounded. 

The  statute  has  given  to  sheriffs  certain  legal  fees.  These  they 
are  entitled  to  claim  and  charge  in  bills  of  costs,  for  such  dis- 
bursements are  proper.  But  no  private  person  can  claim  sheriflfe' 
fees,  and  if  the  services  which  sheriff  may  perform  are  per- 
formed by  private  persons,  nothing  more  can  properly  be 
charged  or  allowed  in  the  bill  of  costs  than  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  services  rendered.  Nothing  can  be  allowed 
for  constructive  travelling  or  other  services,  in  such  cases.  Sec- 
tion 811  of  the  Code  provides,  that  "  the  clerk  shall  insert  in 
the  entry  of  j  udgment,  &c.,  the  sum  of  charges  provided,  and  the  I 

necessary  disbursements  including  the  fees  of  officers  allowed 
by  law.  The  disbursements  shall  be  stated  in  detail  and  veri- 
fied by  affidavit."  This  section,  before  the  amendment  of  1^57,  I 
was  the  same  in  substance  with  81  (20),  of  chapter  10,  part  3 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  page  634.  This  provision  was  prima- 
xily  intended  (and  was  so  limited  by  the  courts  before  the 
Code)  to  cover  the  actual  disbursements  of  attorneys  in  the 
progress  of  suits,  such  as  postages,  express  charges,  exemplifi- 
cation of  papers  and  other  similar  expenses,  incurred  by  attor- 
neys in  the  necessary  conduct  of  a  case. 

Section  311^  as  amended  in  1867,  is  more  comprehensive,  and 
should,  I  think,  be  construed  more  liberally  than  section  31 
aforesaid  of  the  Revised  Statutes  formerly  was,  yet  it  should 
not  be  extended  beyond  such  disbursements  as  are  incident  to  i 

the  due  and  regular  proceedings  in  the  action.     It  was  not 
intended  to  cover  the  ordinary  disbursements  of  the  pariiee  to  ,      i 
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suits.  I  agree  with  Judge  Clerkb,  in  18  Howard^  13,  that, 
under  the  section  before  the  amendment  of  1857,  the  ex- 
penses of  executing  a  commission  in  a  foreign  state,  so  &r 
as  the  charges  paid  to  the  commissioners  are  concerned,  should 
be  allowed,  and  do  not  see  why  witnesses'  fees  for  attending 
before  such  commissioners  should  not  also  be  allowed.  And 
in  a  case  like  this,  when  the  law  allows  a  specific  fee  to  the 
sheriflf,  if  the  attorney  employs  a  constable  or  some  priyate 
person  to  perform  the  service,  I  think  it  proper,  within  tiie 
limits  of  sheriff's  fees,  to  allow  as  a  disburseTnent  the  sum  acta- 
ally  paid  for  serving  the  summons  and  complaint,  and  notice 
of  the  object  of  the  suit. 

But  the  affidavit  showing  the  disbursement  should  also 
show  the  reasonableness  of  the  charge,  and  that  it  is  a  fair, 
just  and  proper  compensation  for  the  time  employed  and  the 
distance  travelled  in  making  such  service.  From  the  papeis 
before  me,  I  should  infer  that  most  of  the  forty-two  defendants, 
for  serving  upon  whom  this  charge  of  $65  is  made,  were 
residents  of  the  same  village  with  the  plaintiff's  attorney. 
If  so,  the  charge  of  $66  must  be  quite  an  unreasonable  and 
exorbitant  compensation  for  the  service  of  the  summons 
and  notice  of  object  of  suit  in  this  action  upon  them  respect- 
ively, as  no  compensation  for  travelling  could  be  allowed  in 
such  case. 

The  next  three  items  objected  to  are  $28.35  and  $28i4, 
charged  for  witness  fees  for  the  attendance  of  the  plaintiff  as  a 
witness,  on  three  several  occasions,  for  the  trial  of  the  canse. 
This  is  not  a  disbursement  of  the  attorney,  nor  within  the  in- 
tent of  the  statute,  I  think,  in  regard  to  the  allowance  for 
dishursemenis  or  witnesses'  fees.  Ifthe  party  may  recover  for 
witnesses'  fees  for  himself,  I  do  not  see  where  to  stop,  or 
what  expenses  of  parties,  incurred  or  paid  in  the  ordinary 
prosecution  or  defence  of  their  suits,  may  not  be  claimed  and 
allowed  as  necessary  disbursements.  The  l^slature  never 
intended,  I  think,  in  allowing  parties  to  be  witnesses  for  them- 
selves, to  put  them  on  a  par  with  other  witnesses  in  respect  to 
witness  fees,  when  they  attend  the  trial  to  give  evidence  in 


NEW-TORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa  868 

The  Union  Bank  agt  Mott 

their  own  fEtvor.  This  would  open  a  door  to  xnucli  ehxae^ 
which  I  should  be  unwilling  to  sanction  till  the  legislature  so 
oommands.  On  this  point  the  judges  of  this  district,  at  the 
last  March  general  term,  all  concurred  in  the  decision  that 
witnesses'  fees  were  not  recoverable  by  parties  in  such  cases. 
This  is  an  adjudicated  question  in  this  district.  The  objection 
to  the  sums  paid  for  searches  and  copy  papers  firom  the  clerk's 
office  and  records,  I  think  not  well  taken,  the  affidavit  of 
the  plaintiff's  attorney  showing  these  items  to  have  been 
necessary  and  proper  within  section  14  of  title  4,  chapter  10, 
part  3  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  page  651. 

The  charge  of  $1,  for  sheriff's  fees  for  two  circuits,  I  think 
was  properly  allowed.  The  sheriff  is,  I  think,  entitled  to  a 
fee  of  fifty  cents  for  every  cause  noticed  for  trial  at  a  circuit 
court,  or  placed  on  the  calendar  thereof  for  triaL 
•  The  costs  must  be  readj  usted  before  the  clerk,  npon  the  prin- 
ciples above  declared,  and  the  respective  parties  may  make  such 
further  proofs  as  they  shall  be  advised  in  respect  to  the  neces- 
sity for  making  the  forty-one  additional  defendants  parties  to 
the  action  above  mentioned,  and  also  in  respect  to  service  of 
the  summons  in  the  action  on  such  defendants,  and  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  disbursements  therefor,  and  neither  party  to 
have  costs  on  this  appeal. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

The  Union  Bank  in  the  city  of  New-York  agt  Gbrrtt  S. 
MoTT,  impleaded  with  Jacob  H.  Mott.. 

Where  an  appeal  is  taken  flom  an  order,  denying  an  applioation  to  vacate  an  ori- 
g^inal  order  of  arrest,  made  after  ftill  hearing  of  both  parties,  the  objeotioo,  that 
tiie  affidavits  npon  which  the  original  order  was  granted  were  mainly  npon  in- 
Ibnnation  and  belief,  can  have  but  little  wei^t  with  the  appellate  conrt, 
where  the  principal  allegations  in  sooh  affidavits  were  not  explained  nor  de- 
nied. 

Vol.  XVn.  28 
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Where  a  reg^ular  judgment  by  default  was  obtained  against  the  defendant  ftrflie 
whole  amount  of  the  alleged  fraudulent  indebtedne»|  with  an  award  of  ezeca- 
tion  against  the  defendant  personally,  as  well  as  agamst  hia  property,  i«ior  to 
the  date  of  the  order  of  arrest,  and  which  judgment  was  on  application  of  the 
defendai^  opened,  and  the  defendant  allowed  to  come  in  and  defend  on  certain 
conditions, 

EeH  that  although  such  final  process  thus  awarded  would  necessarily  extrngiadi 
all  provisional  remedies  previously  existing,  yet  the  defendant  having  availed 
himself  of  the  conditions  upon  which  the  judgment  against  him  was  opened, 
and  having  put  in  a  defence,  he  had  elected  to  treat  the  oontroveny  as  a  lis 
pendens^  and  was  estopped  finom  treatmg  it  as  a  res  judicata.  (See  Uus  coieai 
apedai  Ut-mf  16  Bow,  526.) 

New  -  York  Oeneral  Term^  Febraary^  1859. 
Appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order 
of  arrest. 

Samuel  A.  Foot,  for  plaintiffs. 
D.  Dudley  Field,  for  defendant 

By  the  court — Roosevelt,  Justice.  The  object  of  this  ap- 
peal, on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Gerrit  S.  Mott,  is  to  be  dis- 
charged from  an  order  of  arrest  obtained  against  him  by  the 
Union  Bank,  on  the  alleged  ground  of  a  fraudulent  abstraction 
of  a  very  large  amount  of  its  funds,  by  means  of  unauthorized 
overdrafts. 

Two  objections  are  made  to  the  order :  First  That  the 
affidavits,  whatever  may  be  the  character  of  their  contents,  if 
true,  were  mainly  on  information  and  beliet 

This  objection,  under  the  circumstances,  can  have  but  little 
weight  The  appeal  is  not  from  the  original  ex  parte  order  of 
arrest,  but  from  the  subsequent  order  of  another  judge,  made 
on  hearing  both  parties,  confirming  the  order  previously  made. 
On  that  hearing  the  defendant  had  an  opportunity  of  denying 
the  truth  of  the  information  on  which  the  plaintiflfe  founded 
their  belief.  Copies  of  the  affidavits  had  been  duly  served 
upon  him.  Instead  of  contradicting  or  explaining  their  alle- 
gations, he  left  them  wholly  unanswered.  What,  therefore, 
might  perhaps  have  been  comparatively  weak  before,  became 
strong  by  his  edlenoe.    At  all  events,  it  relieved  the  ju4ge 
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finom  the  duty,  if  such  a  duty  existed,  of  canvassing  overnicely 
the  form  of  the  affidavits,  and  fully  justified  his  conclusion  that 
the  statements  were  not  denied,  because  (with  truth)  they  c6uld 
not  be 

"We  are  bound,  therefore,  or  at  least  authorized  on  this  ap- 
peal, to  assume,  as  virtually  conceded  fects,  that  Gerrit  S.  Mott, 
on  or  before  January,  1849,  for  some  reason  unexplained,  gave 
his  brother,  Jacob  H.  Mott,  a  power  of  attorney  to  make  de- 
posits and  draw  checks,  in  his  (Gerrit's,)  name ;  that  Gerrit  at 
the  time  was  in  partnership  with  another  brother,  named  Hop- 
per Mott,  under  the  firm  of  Mott  Brothers,  jewellers,  Jacob 
being  one  of  their  clerks;  that,  by  the  connivance  of  a  book- 
keeper in  the  bank,  fraudulent  overdrafts  were  effected,  in  fbur 
years,  to  the  amount  of  over  $96,000 ;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
recently  obtained  access  to  the  books  of  Mott  Brothers,  from 
which  it  appeared  that  the  fraudulent  overdrafts  in  the  name 
of  Gerrit  had  gone  into  the  business  of  the  firm ;  that,  subse- 
quently to  December,  1855,  and  down  to  March,  1858,  Jacob 
kept  an  account  in  his  own  name,  and  by  the  connivance  of 
the  same  bookkeeper  fraudulently  overdrew  the  further  sum 
of  $44,000  and  upwards ;  and  finally,  that  the  defendants  both 
Gerrit  and  Jacob  (for  such  is  the  positive  statement  in  one  of 
the  affidavits,  uncontradicted),  "  by  collusion,"  with  Brother- 
son,  the  bookkeeper,  and  by  means  of  the  checks  referred  to, 
some  in  Jacob's  name  as  attorney,  and  some  in  Jacob's  name, 
without  such  description,  fraudulently  obtained  from  the  bank 
the  aggregate  sum  of  $140,000,  and  upwards. 

So  far,  then,  as  relates  to  the  first  objection,  it  is  clear,  we 
think,  that  the  judge  whose  decision  is  appealed  from  was 
fiilly  justified,  on  the  question  of  fact,  in  refusing  to  set  aside 
the  order  of  arrest. 

Second.  The  next  objection  is  of  a  somewhat  technical  char- 
acter. It  appears,  that  before  the  date  of  the  order  of  arrest, 
a  regular  judgment  by  default  for  the  whole  demand, 
$198,600.87,  had  been  obtained,  with  an  award  of  exe- 
cution as  well  against  the  body  of  the  defendant  as  against  his 
property.     And  it  is  insisted  that  the  final  process   thus 
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awarded  necessarily  extiuguislies  all  providional  remedies  pre- 
viously existing. 

This  result  would  undoubtedly  have  followed,  had  not  the 
defendant  himself  for  his  own  benefit  and  on  his  own  applica- 
tion, obtained  from  the  court  a  modification  of  the  judgment, 
depriving  it  of  its  ordinary  character  as  a  res  jtidicaia^  and  leav- 
ing it  in  force  only  as  a  lien  or  collateral  security  on  his  real 
estate.  He  was  permitted,  notwithstanding  his  default^  to  put 
in  an  answer  and  make  a  defence  upon  two  conditions :  one, 
that  he  should  pay  the  costs,  including  the  fees  and  charges  on 
the'  execution  which  had  been  issued ;  the  other,  that  he  should 
allow  the  judgment  which  had  already  been  entered  to  stand 
as  security  for  the  alleged  indebtedness.  He  agreed  to  these 
conditions  by  paying  the  costs  and  putting  in  the  answer,  which 
the  plaintiff  accepted.  Having  avaUed  himself  of  the  order, 
he  is  bound  by  all  its  conditions.  In  other  words,  he  has 
elected  to  treat  the  controversy  as  a  Zii?  pendens^  and  is  estopped 
thereby  &om  treating  it  as  a  res  judicata. 

He  cannot  assume  such  a  contradictory  position  as  to  daim, 
in  the  language  by  which  the  Code  defines  a  complete  judg- 
ment, that  this  judgment  is  now  "the  final  determination  of 
the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  action,"  and  yet  at  the  same 
time  go  to  trial  on  the  basis  of  no  determination  at  all  having 
been  made. 

On  neither  ground,  therefore,  should  the  order  of  arrest 
have  been  vacated ;  and  the  denial  of  the  motion  to  that  efl^ 
of  couise  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 
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Samuel  C.  Bidwell,  assignee,  &c.,  agt.  Frankijn  B.  La- 
ment, sheriff,  &a 

Whea  it  dSstincdy  appears,  either  at  the  dose  of  the  plamtiff 'b  evidence,  or  at 
the  dose  of  the  cause,  that  the  facts  proved  are  not  soffident  to  constitute  a 
caoae  of  action  of  the  character  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  a  nonsuit  is  the  ap- 
propriate disposition  to  be  made  of  the  action.  When  there  is  no  dispute  as 
to  the  facts  proved,  a  question  of  law  merely  remains^  and  if  the  court  nonsuit^ 
an  exception  is  the  proper  ramedy. 

If  the  &cts  are  not  entirely  dear,  if  they  depend  upon  conflicting  evidence,  then 
they  must  be  dedded  by  the^tfry  if  the  parties  insist^  or  may  be  dedded  by 
the  court  if  the  parties  do  not  object 

Ii;  as  is  not  uncommon,  the  court  assume  that  the  weight  of  evidence  is  in  a  pap* 
ticolar  direction,  and  so  dedde,  and  if  no  objection  be  taken  to  this  course  at 
the  time,  it  is  regarded  as  done  with  ihe  assent  of  the  parties.  They  have  the 
right  to  object,  that  is,  in  cases  where  a  verdict  either  way  would  not  be  set 
aside  as  unwarrantable  by  the  evidence,  and  if  they  do  object  and  demand  the 
submission  of  the  cause  to  the  juiy,  the  demand  must  be  complied  vnth.  A 
refusal  to  comply  is  ground  of  exeqttion. 

But  this  demand  or  request  must  be  exprea^f  and  apedfiodOy  made,  otherwise  there 
will  be  no  available  exception.  This  request  is  not  sufB,dently  made  by  opposing 
a  motion  for  and  objecting  to  the  nonsuU ;  for  that  must  be  deemed  an  objec- 
tion to  the  rule  of  law  dedared  by  the  judge  upon  admitted  or  established  facts, 
and  not  a  request  to  go  to  the  jury  to  ascertain  what  the  fKcts  are. 

Therefore,  where  there  was  considerable  testimony  tending  to  establish  the  propo* 
sitions  relied  on  by  the  defendant  (firaudulent  assignment  by  plaintiff's  assign- 
ors, and  non-delivery  under  it  of  personal  property),  and  at  the  dose  of  the 
evidence  the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit  on  those  grounds,  which  was  op- 
posed by  the  plaintiff,  and  granted  by  the  judge  without  announcing  the 
grounds  upon  which  be  placed  his  decision  or  being  requested  to  do  so,  and  the 
plaintiff  ^s  counsel,  without  asking  to  go  to  the  jury,  simply  excepted  to  the  de- 
dsiou  granting  the  nonsuit,  hdi^  that  such  an  exception  was  not  available. 

If  the  question  of  actual  fraud,  or  firaudulent  intent,  is  always  a  question  of  &ct 
for  the  jury,  and  made  so  by  statute,  it  is  like  every  other  personal  right 
given  to  a  party  by  statute  or  conunon  law,  or  the  practice  of  the  courts,  which 
may  be  waived  by  him,  and  it  is  waived  by  not  demanding  its  enfiiroement 

Albany  General  Term^  March,  1859.^ 

Present,  Harris,  Gould  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  assignee  of  Conine  &  Tompkins,  an 
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insolvent  firm,  in  Ashland,  Greene  conntj,  who  assigned  their 
property  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  on  the  14lih 
of  September,  1857,  by  an  assignment  making  preferences,  and 
referring  to  an  inventory  or  cotemporaneous  instrument  for  a 
statement  of  the  debts  of  the  preferred  creditors.  Fhe  defend- 
ant, as  sheriff  of  Greene  county,  levied  on  this  property  as  the 
property  of  the  assignors,  on  the  18th  of  September,  1857,  by 
virtue  of  a  judgment  and  execution  in  fisivor  of  Addison  P. 
Jones,  against  them,  alleging  that  the  assignment  was  firaudu- 
lent  on  its  face,  and  was  also  void  as  being  made  with  an  actual 
intent  to  hinder,  delay  and  de£raud  creditors.  The  assignment 
was  executed  at  a  place  some  miles  distant  firom  the  residence 
and  place  of  business  of  the  assignors  and  assignee,  and  the 
plaintiff,  instead  of  taking  inmiediate  posse3sion  of  the  property 
personally,  proceeded  to  the  city  of  New- York,  and  instructed 
the  assignors,  or  one  of  them,  to  take  possession  in  his  name. 
This  was  done,  and,  before  the  plaintiff  returned  from  New- 
York  and  took  actual  possession,  the  defendant  had  levied 
upon  and  seized  the  property.  It  was  claimed  also,  that  the 
instrument  of  assignment  and  statement  of  debts  and  creditors 
had  never  been  actually  delivered,  but  remained  with  the  as- 
signors or  imder  their  control. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Gould,  at  the  Gbreene 
circuit,  in  February,  1858.  After  much  evidence  on  both 
sides,  on  the  question  of  firaud,  good  feith,  delivery  of  posses- 
sion and  excuse  for  not  changing  possession  immediately,  the 
defendant  moved,  on  grounds  stated,  for  a  nonsuit  The 
plaintiff  opposed  the  motion.  ''  The  said  justice  granted  said 
motion,  to  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  then  and  there  ex- 
cepted." 

There  was  no  request  to  submit  the  cause  to  the  jury,  and 
no  demand  of  the  court  for  the  specific  grounds  upon  which 
the  motion  was  decided,  or  the  particular  &ctB  upon  which  the 
decision  rested,  and  no  further  exception,  than  above  stated,  to 
his  disposition  of  the  case.  The  exceptions  were  ordered  to 
be  heard  in  the  ^ist  instance  at  the  general  term,  and  the  case 
conges  here  to  be  heard  upon  those  exceptions. 
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D.  K.  OiNiSYjfor  plaintiff^. 
S.  R  Givers,  for  defendant 

By  the  court — Hogeboom,  Justice.  A  nonsuit  is  properly 
granted,  when  the  facts  proved  are  not  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  eause  of  action,  or  rather  a  cause  of  action  of  the  character 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  If  this  distinctly  appears  either  at 
the  dose  of  the  plaintiff 's  evidence,  or  at  the  close  of  the  cause, 
a  nonsuit  becomes  the  appropriate  disposition  to  be  made  of 
the  action.  When  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts  proved, 
a  question  of  law  merely  remains,  and,  if  the  court  nonsuit,  an 
exception  is  the  proper  remedy.  If  the  facts  are  not  entirely 
dear,  if  they  depend  upon  conflicting  evidence,  then  they  must 
be  decided  by  the  jury,  if  the  parties  insist,  or  may  be  decided 
by  the  court,  if  the  garties  do  not  object  It  is  not  uncommon 
for  the  court,  assuming  that  the  weight  of  evidence  is  in  a  par- 
ticular direction,  to  decide  them,  and  if  no  objection  be  taken 
to  this  course  at  the  time,  it  is  regarded  as  done  with  the  as* 
sent  of  the  parties. 

They  have  the  right  to  object,  that  is,  in  cases  where  a  ver- 
dict either  way  would  not  be  se^  aside  as  unwarranted  by  the 
evidence,  and,  if  they  do  object  and  demand  the  submission  of 
the  case  to  the  jury,  the  demand  must  be  complied  with.  A 
refusal  to  comply  with  it  is  ground  of  exception.  But,  as  be- 
fore stated,  this  demand  or  request  must  be  expressly  and  spe- 
cifically made,  else  there  will  be  no  available  exception.  This 
request  is  not  sufficiently  made  by  objecting  to  the  nonsuit,  for 
that  must  be  deemed  an  objection  to  the  rule  of  law  declared 
by  the  judge,  upon  admitted  or  established  facts,  and  not  a  re- 
quest to  go  to  the  jury  to  ascertain  what  the  facts  arp.  A 
judge  may  assume,  either  in  granting  a  nonsuit  or  hi  his  charge 
to  the  jury,  the  existence  of  certain  fiicts  as  established  by  the 
evidence.  This  assumption  may  or  may  not  be  warranted  by 
the  evidence  ;  if  it  be  not,  the  dissatisfied  party  is  bound  so  to 
state,  and  to  request  the  fact  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  If 
he  do  not,  he  assents  to  the  statements  of  the  judge.  These^ 
statements  assumptions  of  fiwt,  comments  upon  the  evidence, 
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expressioiis  of  opinion  upon  its  credibility  and  effect^  are  not 
subjects  of  exception.  An  exception  lies  only  to  the  adjudi- 
cation of  a  legal  principle  or  the  denial  of  a  legal  right 

Where,  upon  admitted  J&cts,  the  judge  lays  down  an  errone- 
ous rule  of  law,  or  where,  upon  a  doubtful  question  of  fiict^  he 
insists,  against  the  expressed  wish  of  the  party^  on  deciding  it 
himself  and  refuses  to  submit  it  to  the  constitutional  triers  of 
disputed  questions  of  fact,  he  conmiits  an  error  in  law,  he  de- 
prives the  party  of  an  absolute  legal  right,  and  the  appropriate 
remedy  is  by  exception.  But  opposition  to  a  motion  for  a 
nonsuit  is  not  a  request  to  go  to  the  jury.  It  is  simply  an 
argument  to  show  that,  upon  the  facts  established  bj  the 
evidence,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

It  may  sometimes  be  a  little  difficult  to  ascertain  what  fgicts 
a  judge  does  assume  in  disposing  of  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  K 
thg  facts  are  whoUy  uncontradicted,  no  difficulty  occurs.  If 
they  depend  upon  conflicting  evidence,  and  are  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  weight  or  credit  due  to  testimony,  then  difficulty 
may  possibly  arise.  If,  in  disposing  of  the  motion,  the  judge 
announces  the  fiicts  which  he  regards  as  proved  in  the  case,  I 
entertain  no  doubt  that  a  party,  who  regards  his  conclusions  of 
&ct  as  erroneous,  is  bound  so  to  state  and  request  their  sub- 
mission to  the  jury,  in  order  to  raise  an  available  exception. 
But  the  judge  may  not  state  the  &ct8  which  he  regards  as 
^tablished,  but  simply  decide  to  nonsuit  the  plaintifll  In  such 
case,  I  think  if  there  are  controlling  facts,  which  may  materi- 
ally vary  the  case,  accordingly  as  they  are  found  one  way  or 
the  other,  the  dissatisfied  party  must  call  the  attention  of  the 
court  to  those  facts,  ascertain  the  judge's  view  in  regard  to 
them,  and  demand  their  submission  to  the  jury,  if  he  disagrees 
to  the  finding  of  the  judge.  In  the  absence  of  such  a  proceed- 
ing, I  think  we  must  infer,  in  support  of  the  decision,  every 
conclusion  which  the  jury  would  be  warranted  to  draw,  and 
treat  the  case  as  if  the  jury  had  found  those  btits^  and  the 
judge  had  applied  to  them  the  rule  of  law. 

ere  is  no  special  hardship  in  such  a  rule.  Parties  are  bound 
to  bring  directly  and  specifically  to  the  notice  of  the  judge 
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every  point  which  thej  wish  to  raise.  If  they  do  not,  we  must 
make  every  reasonable  presumption  in  support  of  the  decision. 
Therefore,  when  a  judge  charges  a  jury,  he  is  presumed  to 
charge  correctly,  he  is  presumed  to  have  called  the  attention 
of  the  jury  to  every  view  of  the  case  material  to  a  proper  set- 
Uement  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  litigant  If,  through  inad- 
vertence or  otherwise,  some  matters  have  escaped  him  or  are 
unnoticed  by  him,  parties  must  invite  his  attention  to  the  omis- 
sion and  require  it  to  be  disposed  of  in  a  proper  way.  So  on 
a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  the  judge,  for  the  time  being,  unites, 
like  a  referee,  the  character  of  judge  and  jury.  As  jury  he 
ascertains  the  facts ;  as  judge  he  applies  the  law  to  them ;  and 
when  he  announces  his  decision,  it  is  the  compound  result  of 
an  ascertainment  of  the  facts  and  the  application  of  the  law. 
The  details  do  not  necessarily  appear  in  the  decision  of  the 
motion  any  more  than  they  appear  in  the  verdict  of  a  jury, 
or  the  report  of  a  referee.  And  if  a  party  wants  these  de- 
tails, he  must  take  the  proper  course  to  get  them  by  a  special 
application  at  the  time,  to  the  court  for  that  purpose.  In  this 
way  only  can  the  several  questions  which  properly  arise  in  a 
case  be  distinctly  presented  and  intelligently  passed  upon,  and 
in  this  way  only  can  the  rights  of  all  parties  be  carefully 
guarded. 

These  principles  are  not  new,  but  of  long  established  appli- 
cation in  our  courts.  They  are  not  always  recollected  or 
observed  in  practice,  but  I  regard  them  as  well  settled  by  nu- 
merous adjudications.  {Barnes  agt  Perrine,  2  Kem.  22; 
People  agt.  Oook,  4  JSeld.  78 ;  NoUon  agt  Moses,  3  Barb.  31 ; 
Beekman  agt.  Bond,  19  Wend,  444 ;  Jackson  agt.  Packard,  6 
Wend.  415  ;  Jackson  agt.  Timmerman,  12  Wend.  299 ;  Hunter 
agt.  Trustees  of  Sandy  Hill,  6  Hill,  410.) 

To  apply  these  principles  to  the  present  case,  an  assignee  of 
an  insolvent  firm  sues  the  sheriff,  to  recover  certain  personal 
property  covered  by  the  assignment  The  defendant  has  levied 
upon  it  under  a  valid  judgment  and  execution  against  the  as- 
signor, and  attacks  the  assignment  for  fraud  alleged  to  be  ap- 
parent upon  the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  also  to  be  fidrly 


362  NEW-YORK  PRACnCB  RKPORTa 

Bidwell  agt  Lament 

inferred  from  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  especially  fxm, 
the  alleged  non-delivery  of  the  assignment  itself  of  the  sdied- 
ule  of  creditors,  and  of  the  possession  of  the  property  assigned 
up  to  the  period  of  the  levy.  Without  nicely  estimating  the 
weight  of  the  evidence,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  there  was  consid- 
erable testimony  tending  to  establish  the  propositions  relied  on 
by  the  defendant.  And  at  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  de- 
fendant moves  for  a  nonsuit  on  those  grounds,  and  this  motion 
being  opposed,  the  judge  grants  it,  without  announcing  flie 
grounds  upon  which  he  placed  his  decision  or  being  asked  to 
do  so.  And  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  without  asking  to  go  to  the 
jury,  simply  excepts  to  the  decision  of  the  court  granting  the 
nonsuit  I  think,  for  the  reasons  before  stated,  as  this  is  a  bill 
<^£jKs:ceptions,  and  not  a  case,  the  plaintiff  must  &iL  It  is  a 
[CTSe  where  I  think  the  verdict  of  the  jury  one  way  or  the  oAer 
would  not  be  disturbed,  and,  therefore,  when  the  plaintiff  has 
practically  consented  to  substitute  the  judge  for  the  juiyon 
the  question  of  fact  and  of  actual  fraudulent  intent,  and  the 
judge  is  not  claimed  to  have  ruled  erroneously  any  question  of 
law,  that  the  case  shows  no  error  of  which  the  plaintiff  can 
avail  himself  upon  exception. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  question  of  actual  fraud  and  frand- 
ulent  intent  is  always  a  question  of  feet  for  the  jury,  and 
made  so  by  statute.  It  is  so,  but,  like  every  other  peisonal 
right  given  to  a  party  by  the  statute  or  common  law,  or  the 
practice  of  the  courts,  it  may  be  waived  by  him.  It  is  waived 
by  not  demanding  its  enforcement.  So  negligence  is  a  qnes^ 
tion  of  fact  for  the  jury  where  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  but 
it  is  perfectly  competent  for  the  court  to  dispose  of  it,  where  its 
submission  to  a  jury  is  not  demanded  by  the  parties  or  required 
by  the  character  of  the  testimony. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  a  new  trial  must  be  denied^  and  I 
have  less  hesitation  in  adopting  this  conclusion,  as  the  natoie 
of  the  decision  does  not  bar  a  new  action. 
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WlNEBRENNER  agt  EdGBBTOK. 

In  moTing  to  set  aside  a  judgment  on  confession  for  defectiye  statements,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  notice  of  motion  should  specifj  the  defects  complained  of; 
thej  are  not  mere  irregularities,  but  matters  of  subsiance. 

The  first  statement  in  the  judgment  in,  this  case,  which  was  alleged  to  be  defect- 
ive, was  as  follows :  "  Amount  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiiT,  for  plain- 
tiff's liability  and  guarantee,  now  past  due,  to  Richard  S.  WilUams,  as  presi- 
dent of  the  Market  Bank,  city  of  New-York,  $8,006.43." 

Mddf  inatiffieienL  No  particulara  of  the  defendant's  indebtedness  are  stated  to 
show  whether  in  truth  he  owed  the  .plaintiff  anything,  or  of  the  liability  or  guar^ 
antee  referred  to,  nor  finr  whom  the  liability  was  given,  or  upon  what  consid- 
eration. 

The  second  alleged  defectiye  statement  was  as  follows :  "  Amount  of  one  promis- 
sory note  indorsed  by  the  plaintiff  for  defendant,  due  July  10th,  1858,  and  held 
by  0.  Dord  ft  Oo.,  $2,220.86." 

The  third  statement  was  as  follows :  "  Amount  of  two  promiasory  notes  indorsed 
by  plaintiff  for  defendant,  one  due  April,  2'7th,  1868,  and  the  other  due  on  the 
27th  day  of  June,  1868,  both  held  by  the  Importers'  and  Traders'  Bank  of  the 
city  of  New-York,  for  the  sum  of  $6,508.8a" 

Held,  that  both  these  statements  were  inn^ficient  The  facts  in  reference  to  them 
are  not  only  not  concisely  stated,  but  are  not  stated  at  aU.  It  does  not  appear 
whose  notes  they  are,  or  that  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  on  tiiem  is  a  liability 
incurred  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  one  which  he  is  under  any  legal  ob- 
ligation to  protect  No  consideration  for  the  promise  of  the  defendant  to  pay 
the  amount  of  these  notes  is  shown. 

New 'York  General  Term,  May,  1859. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  temii 
denying  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  entered  upon  con* 
ftssLOiL    The  fiacts  appear  in  the  opinion. 


'for  motion, 
-opposed. 


By  the  conrt-— Davies,  Justice.  Jones,  a  subsequent  judg- 
ment creditor  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  moyed  to  set  aside 
this  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  the  statement  upon  which 
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it  was  entered  was  not  in  conformity  with  section  38S  of  the 
Code. 

It  is  a  mistake  in  the  eounsel  for  lite  plaintiff  to  suppose  that 
this  motion  is  founded  on  any  irregularity  in  entering  up  the 
judgment  If  it  had  been,  then  it  would  certainly  be  necessary 
for  the  moving  party  to  specify  in  his  moving  papers  the 
grounds  of  his  motion.  The  defects  complained  of  are  not 
mere  irregularities,  they  axe  matters  of  substance,  and,  if  estab- 
lished, render  the  judgment  void.  {Van  Beck  agt.  Sherman^ 
18  How.  472 ;  Dunham  agt.  Waterman,  8  Smithy  9.)  Ii  the 
latter  case,  the  court  of  appeals  held  that  when  the  object  <£ 
the  party  was  only  to  set  aside  the  previous  judgment^  the 
proper  method  of  attaining  it  was  by  motion ;  and  the  court 
also  held,  that  the  judgment,  having  been  confessed  without  a 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  was  to  be  deemed 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  other  judgment  cieditoxa  of  the 
defendant. 

The  justice  at  special  term  held  that  the  first,  third  and 
fourth  statements  of  causes  of  indebtedness  were  sufficient^  and 
denied  the  motion  to  vacate  the  judgment  so  £ur  as  it  covered 
them.  From  that  denial  an  appeal  has  been  taken  to  this 
court 

The  first  cause  of  indebtedness  is  stated  in  these  words : 
''  Amount  due  firom  the  defendant  to  the  plamtifi^  for  plaintiff's 
liability  and  guarantee,  now  past  due,  to  Bichard  S.  Williams, 
as  president  of  the  Market  Bank,  city  of  New- York,  $8,005.48. 

"  Third.  Amount  of  one  promissory  note  indorsed  by  the 
plaiatiff  for  defendant,  due  July  10th,  1868,  and  held  by  C. 
Dord  h  Co.,  $2,220.86. 

"  Fourth.  Amount  of  two  promissory  notes  indorsed  by  plain- 
tiff for  defendant,  one  due  April  27th,  1858,  and  the  other  due 
on  the  27th  day  of  June,  1858,  both  held  by  the  Lnporbera* 
and  Traders'  Bank  of  the  city  of  New* York,  for  the  sum  of 
^,508.86." 

Subdivision  %  section  S88  of  the  Code  declares,  that  if  the 
judgment  be  confessed  for  money  due,  or  to  become  due,  the 
statement  in  writing  required  must  state  concisely  the  fiids 
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out  of  which  it  (the  money  due  or  to  become  due)  arose,  and 
most  show  that  the  sum  confessed  therefor  is  justly  due  or  to 
become  due. 

And  the  third  subdivision  of  this  section  declares  that  if  it 
(the  judgment)  be  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  plaintiflf 
against  a  contingent  liability,  it  (the  statement)  must  state  con- 
cisely the  facts  constituting  the  liability,  and  must  show  that 
the  sum  confessed  therefor  does  not  exceed  the  same. 

The  court  of  appeals  in  ChappeU  agt.  OhappelK^  Kern,  215), 
in  considering  a  judgment  confessed  under  the  second  subdi- 
vision of  this  section,  hold  that  the  creditors  are  entitled  to  the 
&cts  out  of  which  the  iAdebtedness  arose ;  that  the  statute 
looks  not  to  the  evidence  of  the  demand,  but  to  the  &ct8  in 
which  it  originated ;  in  other  words,  to  the  consideration  which 
sustains  the  promise.  The  rule  laid  down  in  this  case  has 
been  followed  in  Purdy  agt.  Upton  (10  How.  494) ;  Boyden  agt 
Johnson  (11  How.  508) ;  Van  .SfecAagt  Sherman  (13  How.  472) ; 
Kendall  agt  Hodgins  (7  Ahbolt,  809) ;  Dunham  agt.  Waterman 
(8  Smith,  9).  All  these  cases,  except  that  in  11  Howard^  are 
confessions  of  judgments  under  subdivision  second  of  section 
888  of  the  Code. 

But  the  Code  requires  that  if  the  judgment  be  given  to  se- 
cure the  plaintiff  against  a  contingent  liability,  the  statement 
required  must  state  concisely  the  &cts  constituting  the  liability, 
using  precisely  the  same  language  as  in  sub.  2  of  the  same 
section.  Now,  it  cannot  be  contended  that  these  statements 
show  the  facts  constituting  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
the  several  sums  mentioned  therein.  In  statement  first,  no 
particulars  of  the  defendant's  indebtedness  are  stated  to  show 
whether  in  truth  he  owed  the  plaintiff  anything,  or  of  the 
liability  or  guarantee  therein  referred  to.  It  is  not  stated  for 
whom  the  liability  was  given,  or  upon  what  consideration. 
No  particulars  of  the  guarantee  are  given ;  no  statement  show* 
ing  how  or  why  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  pay  anything  on  such 
liability  or  guarantee. 

So  in  regard  to  the  promissory  notes  in  statements  three 
and  fi)ur.    The  &cts  in  regard  to  them  are  not  only  not  con- 
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oisely  stated,  but  are  not  stated  at  alL  It  does  not  appear 
whose  notes  they  are  or  that  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  on 
them  is  a  liability  incurred  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  one 
which  he  is  under  any  legal  obligation  to  protect.  No  consid- 
eration for  the  promise  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  amount  of 
these  notes  is  shown.  It  is  said  they  are  notes  indorsed  for 
the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  but  whose  notes  is  not  stated, 
or  how  indorsed,  or  why,  for  the  defendant.  In  Boyden  a^ 
Johnson  {cited supra\  Strong,  Justice,  said :  "The  statement 
in  question  (in  that  case),  so  far  as  it  relates  to  future  sales,  is 
objectionable,  not  only  on  account  of  its  indefiniteness,  but  as 
no  fact  is  stated  showing  any  obligation  to  sell  any  goods  at 
any  future  period.  If  a  judgment  by  confession  can  be  allowed 
to  cover  any  future  indebtedness,  it  should  be  particularly  spe- 
cified, and  it  should  be*  called  for  by  some  existing  liability. 
The  Code  is  explicit,  that  when  the  object  is  to  secure  the 
plaintiff  against  a  contingent  liability,  there  must  be  a  Ele- 
ment of  the  fects  constituting  the  liability." 

In  the  present  case  there  is  no  statement  of  any  fiicts  show- 
ing the  liability  of  this  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  to  pay  these 
several  notes,  or  any  fact  stated  showing  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  to  repay  the  same  to  plaintiff.  For  aught  that  ap- 
pears in  these  statements,  the  liability  of  the  plaiatiff  may  have 
been  incurred  for  some  other  person  than  the  defendant  I 
have  no  doubt  that  the  fitatemenl^  are  defective,  and  the  order 
appealed  from,  holding  them  sufficient,  is  erroneous,  and  should 
be  reversed. 
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Orben  Sage  and  others  agt.  Davidson  Mosher  arid  John 
G.  Mosher. 

If  the  attorney  of  a  party  receives  notice  of  trial  before  a  referee,  he  is  bound  to 
attend  to  it,  and  attend  to  it  o^  ^  time  and  place  of  the  hearing.  The  mistaken 
intelligence  received  from  the  referee,  as  to  the  time  of  the  hearing,  may  furnish 
a  good  ground  for  the  adjournment  of  the  hearing,  but  not  for  utterly  neglect- 
ing or  disregarding  the  notice  of  triaL 

The  better  practice  for  referees  is,  to  appoint  in  writing  a  time  and  place  for  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  a  copy  of  which  should  be  served  with,  or  before  tbe  no- 
tice of  trial. 

Where  a  party  procures  an  order  of  the  court  with  a  stay  of  proceedings,  he  must 
file  and  enter  the  same  according  to  rule  3,  within  ten  days  from  its  date,  or  it 
is  invalid  and  ineffectuaL 

It  is  almost  a  matter  of  course  to  allow  a  supplemental  complamt  to  be  filed,  if 
the  application  is  promptly  piade,  and  as  soon  as  its  necessity  is  ascertained, 
and  without  costs.  But  it  is  not  a  matter  of  course  to  allow  a  party,  after  he 
has  gone  to  trial  or  hearing,  and  &iled  in  his  cause,  to  file  a  supplemental  com- 
plaint to  remedy  defects  before  known,  or  bring  hi  other  parties  or  matteis  to 
sustain  his  suit. 

Where  it  is  allovrable  under  section  jLTt  of  the  Code,  and  within  thd  discretion  of 
the  court,  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  complaint,  and  to  make  a  sup- 
plemental complaint  alleging  new  foots,  and  bringing  in  new  parties^  it  should 
never  be  done,  except  upon  eqpiiUMe  terms.  It  should  never  be  allowed  at  the 
expense  of  the  defendant 

But  such  an  application  will  be  denied  with  oosts^  where  it  appears  that  there  is 
another  suit  pending  between  the  same  parties  for  the  same  object^  and  hay- 
ing the  same  precise  end  in  view. 

Monroe  Special  Term,  Janitary,  1859. 

Motion  to  set  aside  decree  and  for  leave  to  file  a  supple- 
mental complaint. 

The  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  of  complaint,  setting  np  the  re- 
covery of  five  separate  judgments  in  fevor  of  five  separate 
plaintiffe,  with  executions  duly  returned  thereon  respectively 
unsatisfied,  and  sought  to  set  aside  a  certain  firaudulent  convey- 
ance, by  the  judgment  debtor  to  his  son,  of  certain  real  estate, 
and  also  to  reach  the  other  equitable  property  of  the  judgment 
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debtor.  The  answer  put  in  issue  the  all^ations  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  the  cause  was  referred  to  a  referee  for  trial  On 
the  trial,  the  plaintiff  fiuled  to  discoyer  any  equitable  property 
or  to  reach  the  real  estate,  the  same  having  been  conveyed  to 
a  person  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  and  the  referee,  finding  that  the  defendants  had  been 
guilty  of  fraud  in  the  transfer  of  said  property,  rendered  a  judg- 
ment for  damages  against  both  defendants,  for  the  amount  of 
the  five  several  judgments.  Prom  this  judgment  the  defend- 
ants appealed,  and  the  same  was  reversed  at  general  term. 
Before  such  reversal,  and  while  such  appeal  was  pending,  the 
plainti£&  filed  another  creditor's  bill  upon  this  new  judgment^ 
setting  out  the  return  of  an  execution  thereon  issued,  unsatisfied. 
After  the  reversal  of  this  judgment,  the  plaintiffs  applied  for 
and  obtained  leave  to  amend  thdbr  complaint  in  this  second  suit, 
setting  out  the  original  five  judgments  and  the  execution  is- 
sued thereon  and  returned,  same  as  in  the  original  suit,  and 
making  other  parties. 

The  plaintiff  also  applied  in  this  suit  for  leave  to  amend 
their  complaint  and  file  a  supplement^  complaint,  making  new 
parties,  and  seeking  to  follow  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate, 
described  in  said  complaint,  into  other  hands.  Leave  was 
granted  to  make  such  amendment,  and  make  and  serve  such 
supplemental  complaint,  on  payment  of  all  the  costs  after  the 
answer  and  costs  of  the  motion.  This  order  was  made  Novem- 
ber 1st,  1858,  and  gave  the  plaintiff  fiftieen  days  to  make  such 
payment  after  the  taxation  of  the  costs. 

On  the  19th  of  October,  the  defendants'  attorney  gave  notice 
of  trial  before  the  referee,  for  the  9th  of  November.  Plaintiffii' 
attorney  gave  notice  of  motion  for  leave  to  amend,  &c.,  on  the 
22d  of  October,  unaccompanied  by  any  stay  of  proceedings. 
The  order  of  the  1st  of  November  was  not  filed,  entered  or 
acted  upon  by  the  plaintLffis'  attorney. 

On  the  9th  of  November,  the  defendants'  attorney  appeared 
before  the  referee,  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  not  appearing,  and 
procured  the  referee  to  adjourn  the  trial  until  the  10th  of  De- 
cember, of  which  no  notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiffs'  attoniey. 
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On  the  10th  of  November,  plaintifib'  attorney  served  a  notice 
of  motion  for  the  27th  of  November,  for  leave  to  renew  the 
motion  made  on  the  Ist,  with  a  stay  of  proceedings.  On  the 
.27th  of  November,  this  motion  was  made,  and  leave  given  to 
renew  the  original  motion.  Notice  of  motion  to  renew  such 
motion  granted  on  the  1st  of  November  was  given  for  the  27th 
of  December,  and  served  on  the  20th.  On  the  10th  of  Decem- 
ber, the  defendants'  attorney  appeared  before  the  referee,  and 
no  one  appearing  for  plaintiffs,  the  referee  made  a  report  in 
fiivor  of  the  defendants,  dismissing  the  complaint 

The  motion  noticed  for  the  27th  of  December  was  denied  on 
proof  of  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  without  prejudice  to 
plaintiff'  right  to  renew  the  same  after  setting  aside  the  judg* 
ment  entered  upon  on  the  referee's  report  The  motion  for 
that  purpose  is  now  made,  and  also  that^  such  judgment  being 
set  aside,  plaintifb  may  have  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  com- 
plaint making  new  parties,  as  moved  for  on  the  former  mo* 
tion,  which  leave  was  given  to  renew  as  above  stated. 

E.  A.  RoFKiNSj  for  plaintiffs. 
C.  G.  JxTDD^fordefondants. 

By  the  court— E.  Dabwin  Smith,  Justice.  The  first  ques- 
tion presented  upon  this  motion  is  one  of  regularity — ^has  the 
complaint  been  duly  dismissed?  The  notice  of  trial  served 
on  the  19th  of  October,  I  think,  was  regular.  The  plaintifb' 
attorney  received  a  notice  of  trial  duly  served  and  in  due  form, 
for  the  9th  of  November.  It  is  true  that  he  wrote  to  the  ref- 
eree, and  he  wrote  him  in  reply,  that  he  had  not  appointed 
the  trial  for  the  9th  of  November,  and  could  not  attend  to  it 
on  that  day.  If  the  referee  had  appointed  the  time,  he  had 
donbdess  done  it  orally,  and  had  probably  forgotten  it,  as  he 
would  not  intentionally,  I  am  well  satisfied,  have  misled  or 
misinformed  the  plaintiffi'  attorney.  He  states  in  his  report, 
produced  on  this  motion,  that  "  on  the  9th  of  November,  1858, 
at  one  o'clock,  P.M.,  at  his  office  in  Waterloo,  (he  time  and  place 
by  mejixed  for  the  new  trial  of  the  above  entitled  cause,"  he 
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irte  attended  bj  tbe  defendantB'  coansd,  and  no  one  ] 
tug  tar  the  plsmtifiB^,  the  said  trial  was  by  him  adjoomed  tOl 
<he  lOth  of  Deoemba*,  1668,  at  the  sane  place."  If  thenotn 
of  trial  was  xegular,  then  this  adjommment  was  also  legolar. 
The  plaintiff'  prooeedings  aie  not  to  be  aflfected  by  the  mis- 
take or  misinformation  of  Ae  referee.  The  ^aintijBSs' atboiBej, 
having  reoeived  tbe  notioe  of  trial,  was  bound  to  attend  to  it, 
andattendat  the  time  and  place  of  tiie  hearing.  {Stq^^enstf^ 
Stranff,  8  How.  B89 ;  1  Ooek  Bep.  S68 ;  11  Mms.  402.)  Tbe 
mistaken  intelligence  leeeived  ftom  the  mfevee  would  have 
furnished  a  good  ground  for  the  adjourmnent  of  the  hearing, 
but  not  for  utterly  negleetmg  or  disregarding  the  'defendaals' 
notice  of  trial.  The  phintifb'  attorney  was  bound  to^uppoae 
that  the  defendants'  attorney  was  in  earnest,  and  was  inteBding 
and  expecting  to  proceed  with  the  trial  aocoi?dingto  the  ixotioe. 
The  better  practice  in  sueh  ^saaes,  I  think,  would  be  for  the  ra£> 
eree  to  fippoint,  in  tmi^irz^,  a  time  and  plaoe  &tr  the  hearing  of 
the  cause,  a  copy  of  which  should  be  served  with,  or  beftie 
the  notice  of  trial,  but  the  practice  lias  to  a  large  extent  been, 
I  think,  otherwise.  (8  Hou).  889«)  This  misinformation  given 
by  the  referee  would  also  afford  a  strong  excusefor  the  plain- 
ti£b'  attorney  for  not  attending  the  referee  addressed  to  Ike 
discretion  of  ihe«court  on  the  question  of  opening  this  decree 
^on  the  merits.  -But  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  defeDdant^ 
i^ltomey  was  in  any  way  cognizant  of  or  privy  to  the  mis- 
taken infonnation  given  by  the  referee,  I  cannot^  theiefiue^ 
hold  that  the  defendant  was  irregular  in  attending  the  rsfeiee 
on-  the  day  and  at  the  place  fixed  for  the  trial,  and  proouriog^ 
the  same  to  be  adjourned.  The  plaintiff'  attorney  should 
have  inquired  aftw  the  proceedings  of  the  9th  of  November 

The  adjournment  on  that  day,  for  a  month,  does  not  aboir 
any  desire  on  the  part  of  the  defendants'  attorney  to  take  any 
tmdue  advantage  of  the  plaintifik  K  any  inquiry  had  been, 
made  of  tbe  referee,  after  the  9th  of  November,  ^  attorney 
■would  have  learned  of  the  adjournment 

The  next  inquiry  is,  did  the  order  of  the  Ist  of  November 
stay  the  defendants'  proceedings  ?    That  order  was  never  filed 
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or  entered,  acoepted  or  prooeeded  on.  By  the  new  role  {Bule 
Sd),  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintifi,  if  they  intended  to  avail 
themselyes  of  the  benefits  of  that  order,  to  cause  the  same  to 
be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  Seneca  county,  where  the  venue  of 
fhe  action  was,  within  ten  days.  If  they  had  done  so,  and  had 
proceeded  to  avail  themselves  of  the  order  according  to  its  pro- 
visions, it  would  have  operated  as  a  stay  of  the  defendants' 
proceedings,  at  least,  the  defendants  could  not,  within  the  time 
limited  by  that  order  fi)r  the  plaintiffi  to  amend  or  serve  their 
empplemental  complaint  and  pay  the  costs,  have  taken  any 
valid  proceedings  in  the  cause.  And  if  the  defendants  had  pro- 
oeeded during  such  period,  all  the  steps  and  proceedings  taken 
by  them  would  have  been  entirely  overreached  and  rendered 
of  no  effect,  upon  the  compliance  by  the  pkintifib  with  the 
terms  of  that  order. 

But  the  plaintiffs  not  having  availed  themselves  of  the  order 
and  not  having  filed  and  entered  the  same,  according  to  rule 
8d,  the  same  never  became  operative,  and  had  no  force  to 
stay  the  defendants'  proceedings.  It  never  was  a  valid  and 
effectual  order,  except  at  the  election  of  the  plaintiflb,  and  that 
election  they  are  bound  to  make  within  ten  days  from  its  date. 
Within  that  time  they  disaffirmed  the  order  and  gave  notice  of 
a  new  motion  for  leave  to  renew  the  original  motion,  upon  the 
decision  of  which  the  said  order  was  made. 

This  order  of  the  first  of  November,  therefore,  did  not  stay 
the  defendants'  proceedings.  The  order  to  stay  proceedings, 
made  on  the  10th  of  November,  stayed  the  proceedings  only 
tQl  the  27th  of  that  month,  and  within  that  period  nothing  was 
done  by  the  defendants'  attorney.  On  the  10th  of  December, 
when  ike  defendants'  attorney  again  appeared  before  the  ref- 
eree to  try  the  cause,  in  pursuance  of  the  adjournment  from  the 
9th  of  November,  he  was  under  no  order  to  stay  proceedings, 
express  or  implied.  The  report  of  the  referee  then  made  was, 
therefore,  regular,  mi  the  action  is  strictly  out  of  court  and  at 
an  end. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  the  judgment  ought  to  be  set 
aside,  and  the  plaintiff  let  in  to  proceed  with  the  action  upon 


St2  NEW-YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTEl 

Sage  agt  Mosher. 

terms  ?  So  fitr  as  the  case  stood  upon  the  pleadings  at  the  time 
the  complaint  was  dismissed,  the  plaintiff  were  not  entitled  to 
maintain  the  action.  As  a  creditor's  suit  it  had  proved  entirely 
ineffectual  to  reach  any  equitable  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor,  and  the  personal  judgment  against  the  defendants  for 
their  jfraud,  committed  by  the  one  in  conveying,  and  the  other 
in  receiving  a  title  to  the  real  estate  formerly  owned  by  David- 
son Mosher,  had  been  reversed  at  the  general  term. 

The  application  to  be  let  in  upon  terms,  and  to  prosecute  the 
action,  is  accompanied  with  an  application  for  leave  to  make 
and  serve  a  supplemental  complaint,  making  Caroline  M.  Mo- 
sher a  party,  and  alleging  that  the  defendant  John  Q.  Mosher, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit^  sold  the  real  estate  in 
question,  and  took  a  bond  and  mortgage  therefor,  and  that  af- 
ter the  commencement  of  the  suit  transferred  the  said  bond  and 
mortgage  taken  by  him  from  Simeon  R.  Gregory,  the  purcha- 
ser, on  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  described  in  the  complaint^  to 
the  said  Caroline  M.  Mosher,  and  setting  up  that  said  transfer 
was  fraudulent,  and  that  she  received  the  same  without  oon 
sideration  and  with  notice  of  the  fraud* 

The  fact  that  John  G.  Mosher  had  conveyed  the  said  real 
estate  to  said  Gregory,  and  taken  a  bond  and  mortgage  in  part 
payment  therefor,  was  known  at  the  time  of  the  former  trial, 
to  the  plaintifib  and  their  attorney,  and  yet  they  proceeded  with 
the  suit  to  judgment,  and  have  since  conmienced  a  new  credit- 
or's suit  on  such  judgment,  and  prosecuted  the  appeal  therefor 
brought  by  the  defendants.  K  they  had  suspended  proceed- 
ings in  the  suit  as  soon  as  they  ascertained  that  the  real  estate 
had  been  sold  and  conveyed  to  Gregory,  and  asked  to  amend 
their  complaint,  setting  up  such  sale  and  conveyance,  and 
sought  to  reach  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  it  would  have  been 
a  matter  of  course  to  have  allowed  an  amendment  upon  pay* 
ment,  probably,  of  no  more  costs,  if  any,  than  the  oosts  of  op 
posing  the  motion.  But,  instead  of  doing  that,  they  proceeded 
in  the  suit  with  the  view  to  a  personal  judgment  against  both 
defendants,  and  have  made  much  costs  in  that  abortive  attempt. 
And  now,  when  they  have  failed  in  that  object,  having  tried 
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their  caose  before  the  referee,  and  prosecuted  the  same  on  the 
appeal  to  tlxe  general  term,  and  the  decision  is  against  them, 
they  now  ask  to  go  back  and  begin  de  novo  at  the  place  where 
they  should  have  stopped  and  amended  their  complaint,  and 
bring  in  new  parties  and  a  new  subject  before  the  court  upon 
which  to  sustain  the  suit.  They  seek  to  sustain  the  suit 
TiX>on  a  new  ground,  seeking  to  reach  the  bond  and  mortgage 
in  the  hands  of  Caroline  M.  Mosher,  which  they  well  knew 
was  in  the  hands  of  John  G.  Mosher,  at  the  time  of  the  trial. 
It  is  almost  a  matter  of  course  to  allow  a  supplemental  bill  to 
be  filed,  if  the  application  is  promptly  made  and  as  soon  as  its 
necessity  is  ascertained,  and  without  costs. 

But  it  is  not  a  matter  of  course  to  allow  a  party,  after  he  has 
gone  to  trial  or  hearing,  and  fidled  in  his  cause,  to  file  a  sup- 
plemental complaint  to  remedy  defects  before  known  or  bring 
in  other  parties  or  matters  to  sustain  his  suit  (8  Pneej  518 ; 
Swan  agt.  Swan,  Jacob  B.  248  ;  8  Paige,  206;  Mitford,  165 ;  8 
Ahbott,  89,  and  12  Howard,  89.)  These  cases  hold  that  it  is 
not  proper  to  allow  a  supplemental  complaint  to  be  served  af- 
ter a  hearing  in  such  cases.  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  8d 
Paige,  204,  says :  ''  A  supplemental  bill  should  be  filed  as  soon 
as  the  matter  sought  to  be  set  up  as  supplemental  is  dis- 
covered." 

But  if  it  was  allowable  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
complaint,  and  to  make  a  supplemental  complaint,  alleging 
new  facts  and  bringing  in  new  parties,  and  I  think  it  is  within 
the  discretion  of  the  court  since  the  Code,  under  section  177,  it 
obviously  should  not  be  done  except  upon  equitable  terms. 
A  plaintiff  should  not  be  permitted  to  do  so  at.the  expense  of 
the  defendants.  Where,  as  in  this  case,  he  has  subjected  the 
defendants  to  much  expense  in  defending  an  abortive  proceed- 
ing, he  should  not  be  permitted  to  change  his  ground  and  re- 
cover  in  his  suit  upon  some  new  facts  and  allegations,  and  cast 
upon  the  defendants  the  whole  expense  of  the  litigation,  in- 
cluding such  irregular  and  fruitless  proceedings. 

The  order  made  on  the  first  of  November  allows  the 
plaintiffij  to  amend  their  complaint,  and  make  a  supplemental 


Si4  NBW-TORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Sage  agt  Mosher. 

complaint,  on  payment  of  the  costs  since  the  putting  in  of  de- 
fendants' answer.  That  order  was  made  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  plaintiffs  or  their  attorneys  knew,  before  the  triJil,  of 
the  transfer  of  the  real  estate  from  John  G.  Mosher  to  Gregory, 
and  the  taking  back  of  the  bond  and  mortgage.  If  that  were 
not  so,  the  plaintiflfe  should  only  have  been  charged  with  costs 
from  the  time  they  were  informed  of  that  fiwt.  The  said 
Gregory  was  examined  as  a  witness  before  a  referee,  on  the 
28th  of  November,  1858,  and  it  was  on  that  day  stipulated  that 
his  testimony  be  used  before  the  referee  on  the  trial  of  this  ac- 
tion. At  that  time  the  plaintiflfe  knew  of  this  transfer  to  Greg- 
ory, who  is  admitted  to  have  been  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  and 
they  might  then  have  amended  their  complaint  on  leave  of  the 
court,  and  should  pay  the  costs  incurred  in  the  defence  of  this 
suit  after  that  time,  if  they  be  allowed  to  amend  or  file  a  sup- 
plemental complaint  to  accomplish  the  same  end. 

With  this  modification,  I  think  the  order  of  the  first  of  No- 
vember right,  and  on  reference  to  my  brethren,  I  find  that  they 
all  concur  with  me  in  that  opinion.  I  have  been  more  caiefiil 
to  see  that  I  was  right  on  this  question,  by  conferring  with  my 
brethren  on  the  subject,  inasmuch  as  the  question  is  one  of 
discretion,  and  in  respect  to  which,  I  suppose  there  is  no  rem- 
edy by  appeal,  if  I  commit  any  error  in  the  decision. 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  the  court  can,  in  its  discretion 
and  upon  terms,  allow  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  complaint,  set- 
ting up  the  sale  by  John  G.  Mosher  to  Gregory,  and  the  tak- 
ing of  the  bond  and  mortgage  for  the  purchase,  and  by  supple- 
mental complaint  bring  in  Caroline  M.  Mosher,  so  as  to  set 
aside  the  transfer  to  her  of  such  bond  and  mortgage  and  reach 
the  same  as  the  fruits  of  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  the  question  remains,  is  it  proper  for  the  court  to 
do  so,  in  view  of  the  farther  fact  that  another  suit  is  now  pend- 
ing between  these  same  parties  for  the  same  object  and  having 
the  same  precise  end  in  view  ? 

If  leave  were  given  to  the  plaintifb  to  amend  and  to  make 
the  supplemental  complaint  asked  for,  and  such  proceedings 
had  been  duly  taken  or  had,  then  the  plaintiffs  would  have 
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pwiding  m  thift  oourt  two  executor's  suits  iipon  tha  samQ  judg- 
ments against  the  saose  parties.  Upoii  the  af^^ieaitioa  of  tbe 
defendants,  the  eonrt  would  be  bound  to  require  the  plaintiff 
to  discontinue  one  of  the  suits,  and  to  elect  between  the  two 
which  he  would  discontinue,  for  it  would  not  allow  these  de- 
fendants to  be  vexed  with  a  double  litigation  for  the  same  pre- 
cise object  But,  if  the  plaintiffs  are  not  required  to  elect 
between  the  suits«  and  to  discontinue  one  suit^  the  complaint 
at  the  hearing  in  one  of  the  suits  would  of  course  be  dismissed 
with  costs,  for  in  one  suit^  obviously,  the  plaintiff  can  obtain 
all  the  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled.  I  can  see,  therefore,  no 
object  or  end  of  justice  to  be  subserved  by  setting  aside  the 
judgment  in  this  action,  and  granting  the  plaintifEs'  motion  to 
amend  or  file  a  si^plemental  complaint.  I  think  the  same 
should  be  denied  with  $7  costs.    Motion  denied. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


The  Psopls  ex  rd.  HsNRT.  A.  Wseks,  Lieutenant-Colonel 
of  the  12th  Regiment,  Ist  Division  of  the  New* York  State 
Militia,  agt  John  Ewsn,  Brigadier-0eneral  of  the  4th 
Brigade. 

The  Bupreme  court  has  the  power  of  redressmg^  or  remedTing  any  usurpation  or 
abuse  of  authority  committed  by  any  IndiTidual,  or  association  of  indiTiduals^ 
within  the  state.  And  this  power  extends  oTer  the  wiHiUeury  otgaoization  of 
the  state. 

Bot  this  court  has  no  power  to  inteifere  with  the  legitimate  exercise  of  authon^, 
and  will  refrain  from  employing  the  power  which  it  does  possess,  particularly 
by  mandamus  in  doubtflil  cases,  or  on  inexpedient  occasions. 

The  goyemor  of  the  state,  as  comniflnder^m-ohief  of  fhe  military  fcrosa  of  the 
state,  has  power  to  cmuciUhk  ooraptoiiai  and  reginfiBti. 

And  tiie  practical  appUoatioa  of  this  power  of  consolidation  is  not  such  as  to  de- 
prive an  officer  of  any  constitutional  rights ;  as  it  does  not  deprive  him  of  office 
or  privileges  contrary  to  sections  2  and  5  of  the  11th  article  of  the  constitution. 

Nor  is  it  the  effect  of  such  consolidation  to  place  an  offloer,  deprived  of  his 
command  thereby,  over  other  officers  who  had  no  voiee  in  his  election.  He  is 
kgftUy  deprived  of  his  command  (though  not  of  his  office),  and  has,  therefore^  no 
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O0lo6n  to  commaad.    Bnt|  even  if  it  did  place  htm  in  oonunaiid  over 
who  had  no  voice  in  bia  election,  thia  would  not  be  nnoonatitationaL 

New  -  York  Special  Term,  May,  1859. 
Application  for  a  peremptory  mandamus. 

Cleree,  Justice.  TheGbvemor,  in  his  capacity  of  command- 
er-in-Gbief  of  the  Military  forces  of  the  state,  issued  an  order 
on  the  16th  of  March  last,  for  the  consolidation  of  the  compa- 
nies, composing  the  12  th  Regiment  of  the  4th  Brigade  of  the 
1st  Division  of  the  State  Militia,  with  the  companies  of  the 
10th  Begiment  of  the  same  Brigade  and  Division^  for  the  pur- 
pose of  forming  one  regiment  with  the  requisite  numerical 
strength ;  both  regiments,  separately,  having  fallen,  at  the  two 
last  annual  inspections,  below  the  standard  required  by  law, 
and  the  good  of  the  service. 

The  order  was  issued  upon  the  reconmiendation  of  General 
Sandford,  the  Major-Gkneral  of  the  Division,  and  of  General 
Ewen,  the  Brigadier-General  of  the  4th  Brigade.  On  the  24th 
of  March  last,  Gen.  Ewen,  as  required  by  the  order  of  his  su- 
perior officer,  issued  his  orders  to  complete  the  consolidation. 
The  relator  obtained  an  alternative  mandamus  from  this  court, 
conunanding  General  Ewen  to  rescind  and  revoke  this  order, 
or  make  known  to  the  court  why  he  should  not  do  the  same. 
In  his  return  to  this  writ,  the  respondent,  among  other  things, 
sets  up  that  the  order  in  question  was  issued  pursuant^  and  in 
obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  Commander-in-Chief,  dated 
March  16th,  1869.  It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  relator, 
that  this  order  destroys  or  impairs  his  legal  and  constitutional 
rights,  and  that  no  authority  exists^  legally  capable  of  enforc- 
ing it. 

This  court  has,  undoubtedly,  the  power  of  redressing  or  rem- 
edying any  usurpation  or  abuse  of  authority,  committed  by  any 
individual  or  association  of  individuals,  within  the  state.  This 
power  extends  to  all  and  over  all ;  and  certainly  the  militaiy 
organization  of  the  state  is  not  exempt  from  it  To  place  that 
branch  of  the  public  service  beyond  the  control  and  supervision 
of  the  tribunal,  possessing  supreme  original  civil  jurisdiction, 
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would  be  jeopardizing  the  civil  rights  of  the  citizens,  and  may, 
in  the  course  of  time,  terminate  in  the  ascendancy  of  the  military 
power  and  the  subversion  of  constitutional  government. 

But,  while  it  possesses,  beyond  all  controversy,  this  search- 
ing  and  extensive  jurisdiction  over  ali  branches  of  the  public 
service,  and  every  department  erf  the  government,  this  court 
has  no  power  to  interfere  with  the  legitimate  exercise  of  au- 
thority, and  will  refrain  from  employing  the  power  which  it 
does  possess,  particularly  by  mandamus,  in  doubtful  cases,  or 
on  inexpedient  occasions. 

L  The  relator  disputes  the  legal  right  of  the  Commander-in- 
Chief  to  consolidate  companies  and  regiments. 

It  may  be  plausibly  contended  that  this  is  a  right  inherent 
in  his  command.  Without  it,  could  any  military  force  be 
rendered  efficient,  particularly  in  a  period  of  disturbance,  riot, 
or  insurrection  ?  How  could  he,  or  the  officers  subordinate  to 
him,  form  those  combinations,  or  effect  those  maneuvers,  or 
cany  out  those  strategetical  operations,  which  many  emergen- 
cies may  require,  without  having  the  power  to  form  into  one, 
bodies  of  men  who,  if  separated,  would  be  at  the  mercy  of  a 
hostile  force — would  be  incapable  of  resisting  attack  or  accom- 
plishing the  oHensive  measures  which  the  person  in  command 
may  deem  desirable  ?  Ify  then,  at  the  period  of  actual  service 
such  an  authority  is  necessary,  why  should  it  not  be  necessary 
at  a  period  of  public  tranquillity  ?  It  is  a  common  observation 
that  the  best  way  to  avoid  war  is  to  be  properly  prepared  for 
it.  And  is  it  not  the  best  way  to  avoid  internal  disturbance 
to  have  the  military  force  so  prepared  in  discipline  and  organ- 
ization, and  in  suitable  combinations,  as  that  it  shall  be  able 
to  act  with  the  greatest  possible  efficiency  and  dispatch  ? 

But,  the  relator  insists  that  this  power  of  consolidating  com- 
panies and  regiments  does  not  exist  in  the  Commander-in- 
Chief,  because,  although  once  expressly  given  to  him  by  stat- 
ute  (1  B.  S.  294,  §  2,  1st  ed.)y  in  the  act  of  1854  {Laws  o/1854, 
p.  1,015),  reconstructing  the  militia,  this  power  is  designedly 
omitted.  Undoubtedly  in  the  corresponding  title  and  article 
of  the  new  act  {Title  4,  Artick  1),  the  section  of  the  old  act,  ex- 
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pressly  conferring  the  power,  is  left  out;  but  does  this  amomit 
to  a  repeal  ?  We, know  that  nothing  can  be  repealed  bj  im- 
plication :  and  all  that  this  new  act  states  in  regard  to  a  repeal 
of  the  old  is,  that  "  all  laws  and  parts  of  laws  inconsistent  with 
it  are  repealed."  There  is  nothing,  however,  in  the  section  to 
which  I  have  referred  in  the  old  act,  inconsistent  with  the  new. 

But,  the  truth  is,  the  new  act  expressly  recognizes,  though 
it  does  not  formally  adopt  the  section  in  the  old  act,  conferring 
this  power  on  the  Commander-in-Chief.  This  escaped  the  at* 
tention  of  counsel  on  the  argument ;  and  I  was  not  aware  of 
it  myself  until  I  afterward  examined  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1854.  Section  24  of  title  4,  article  1,  of  that  act,  says,  "  all 
commissioned  officers  rendered  supernumerary  by  the  provis- 
ions of  this  act,  and  every  officer  rendered  supernumerary  by 
any  consolidation  or  alteration  of  regiments,  battalions,  squads 
of  troops  or  companies,  shall  be  entitled  to  all  the  privileges 
conferred  by  any  preceding  law  (except  command),  &c."  This, 
then,  settles  the  question  whether  the  legislature  have  con- 
ferred this  power  on  the  Commander  in-Chief. 

II.  Is  the  practical  application  of  this  power  such  as  to  de- 
prive the  relator  of  any  constitutional  rights,  by  depriving  him 
of  any  office  or  privileges  contrary  to  section^  2  and  5  of  the 
11th  article  of  the  constitution  ?  Section  6  provides  that  "  no 
commissioned  officer  shall  be  removed  from  office  unless  by 
the  senate,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  governor,  stating  the 
grounds,  &c.,  or  by  the  decision  of  a  court  martial,  pursuant 
to  law."  By  the  consolidation  of  the  regiments  in  question, 
the  relator  is  not  deprived  of  office ;  for  this,  the  section  (24) 
of  the  new  act,  which  I  have  quoted,  expressly  provides.  To 
be  sure,  the  relator  will  become  a  supernumerary  Lieutenant- 
Colonel,  but  that  only  deprives  him  of  present  command ;  it 
does  not  deprive  him  of  office ;  and  this  is  all  that  is  prohibited 
by  the  constitution.  The  section  to  which  I  have  referred,  of 
the  new  act,  secures  to  him  the  office  of  Lieutenant-Colonel, 
and  all  the  privileges  appertaining  to  it 

ni.  Neither  is  it  the  effect  of  the  proposed  consolidati<m  to 
place  the  relator  over  officers,  who  had  no  voice  in  his  election. 
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As  we  have  seen,  he  is  legally  deprived  of  his  command,  and 
has,  therefore,  no  o£&cers  fo  command.  But,  even  if  it  did 
plaee  him  in  ccnnmaitd  over  ofiBioers  who  had  novcMce  in  his 
election,  this  would  not  be  unconstitutional.  Section  2  of  ar- 
ticle 11,  indeed,  provides  that  a  field  ofScer  of  regiments  shall 
be  elected  by  the  commissioned  officers  of  the  respective  regi- 
ments ;  but,  it  does  not  follow,  if  the  exigencies  or  welfare  of 
the  service  required  it,  that  he  is  incapable  of  commanding  any 
other  officers,  or  any  other  fegimenfc  Certainly,  the  eonstitu- 
iiott  doeis  Dot  ssy  so  in  express  terms,  nor  does  tiie  langoage  of 
the  section  n^cessetrily  ntefply  it ;  afid  it  may  be  greatly  detri* 
mental  to  the  efficiency  of  the  service  to  eon&ie  it»  sothority 
of  officers  to  those  who  have  had  a  voice  in  electing  them. 
The  constitution  merely  prescribes  the  method  of  appointing 
militia  officera  These  remarks  will  apply  with  equal  force 
to  the  ohjeotioB/  that  tbe  i^lator  will  be  plaoed  by  the  oodboU- 
dation  trader  ib^  co&imand  of  an  oftoer^  in  r^egardl  to  whose 
election  he  haA  no  voids; 

Having  arrived  at  the  ooneitmioii  that  the  Gommander-in- 
Chief  possesses  the  power  of  eonsdidating  these  tegittents,  and 
that  the  exercise  of  it  neitheif  destroys  nor  impairs  the  consti- 
tutional rights  of  the  lelartor,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the 
other  points  ptesecrtedta  the  argiunent  Bemg  eonvinoed  of 
the  power,  md  tbatf  its  exeieise  porochioes  no  breadi  of  the 
constitution,  it  is  not  for  this  court  to  inqtdre  whether  the 
exerotte  of  it  cm  this  oecasion  is  expedient  or  desirable.  Of 
this  the  Commander-in-Chief  is  the  most  suztable  Jndge.  If 
the  new  arrangemezit  disappoints  or  offends  tlie  relator,  con-  , 
signing  him  to  inactivity,  or  separating  him  ttotn  his  worthy 
associates  and  eompemomi  in  arms,  I  may  regret  while  I  can* 
not  prevent  it  I  rimst  give  the  OomdHoider-iB-Ohief  the 
credit  to'  believe  iha^  by  issuing  the  order  complained  ot,  he 
was  actuated  by  a  sense  of  public  duty,  and  by  a  well  foanded 
belief  that  the  efficiency  of  the  4ih  Brigade  of  the  1st  Division 
and  the  welfare  ef  the  service  generally  demanded  the 
measure. 

The  application  must  be  denied  with  costs. 
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Tbe  Hftjor,  Ao,  of  New-Toric  agt  The  Exchange  Fire  Insanmoe  Goopiiij. 

SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Ths  Mayob,  kc.j  OF  New-Tobk  agt  The  Exchange  Fibb 
Insurance  Company  of  New- York. 

H  Mflfiu;  that  thhcorporaHon  oocnwol  of  the  city  of  New-Yoik,  with  the  anthorityof 
the  mayor  and  comptroller,  can  delegate  his  power  to  other  coaoBel,  and  author 
iae  them  to  appear  and  represent  the  city  in  actions  brought  by  the  mayoi;  k. 

New 'York  Special  Term,  June,  1859. 

This  was  an  application  for  a  stay  of  pioceedings  or  a  difl- 
missal  of  complaint  in  this  action,  upon  grounds  which  will 
appear  in  the  following  opinion. 

Wakbman  &  JjATTiNGt,  for  motion. 
Mann  &  Rodman,  opposed, 

Hoffman,  Justice.  The.  main  ground  relied  upon  is,  that 
Mann  &  Rodman,  the  attorneys  on  the  record  for  the  plaintaffi^ 
are  not  authorized  by  law  to  appear  for  such  plaintiffi;  that 
the  corporation  counsel  is  tiie  only  person  so  authorized;  and 
that  Richard  Busteed,  Esq.,  is  such  counseL 

It  appears  by  the  affidavit  read  in  opposition,  tiiat  the  pres- 
ent attorneys  have  the  authority  of  the  mayor  and  comptroller 
for  appearing  in  the  action,  and  that  Mr.  Busteed  has  giyen 
his  assent  thereto  in  writing.  Such  assent  has  been  produced 
and  it  is  as  follows : 

"New-Yobk,  June  6th,  1869. 

"  Messrs.  Waheman  A  LaUing, 
"  Gentleken  : — In  reply  to  ycJur  note,  under  the  date 
of  May  Slst,  I  beg  leave  to  inform  you  that  Messrs.  Mann  k 
Rodman  are  fully  authorized  to  represent  tiie  city,  in  the  suits 
now  pending  against  certain  Insurance  Companies,  for  under 
writing  the  Crystal  Palace,  and  their  leg;d  acts  in  the  premises 
will  be  approved  of  by  me. 

"  Respectfully,  yours, 

"  Richard  Busteed,  Chrporaiion  ChunseL^ 

By  the  charter  of  April  14th,  1857,  there  was  created  an 
executive  department  of  tiie  corporation,  known  as  the  law 
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departanenty  which  should  have  the  charge  of  and  conduct  all 
the  law  of  the  corporation,  known  as  the  law  department^ 
which  should  have  the  charge  of  and  conduct  all  the  law 
business  of  the  corporation  and  of  the  departments  thereof, 
and  all  other  law  business  in  which  the  city  shall  be  inter- 
ested, and  the  chief  officer  thereof  should  be  called  the  coun- 
sel to  the  corporation  (§  20).  Such  counsel  was  to  be  elected 
by  the  people  (§  10),  and  to  hold  for  a  given  term,  Tinless  re- 
moved for  cause.  Richard  Busteed  now  fills,  and  did  fill,  such 
office  at  the  institution  of  this  suit 

By  the  28th  section,  "  the  common  council  was  empowered 
to  establish  other  bureaux  as  they  may  deem  the  public  inter- 
ests may  require,  and  to  assign  to  them  and  to  the  departments 
and  bureaux  herein  created  such  duties  as  they  may  direct,  not 
inconsistent  with  this  act,  and  the  duties  thereof  shall  be  per- 
formed in  accordance  with  the  charter,  and  laws  and  ordinances 
of  this  city." 

No  ordinance  establishing  or  defining  the  powers  of  the  law 
depaiianent,  or  the  powers  of  its  officers,  has  been  produced. 
I  am  not  at  liberty  to  notice  any  which  may  exist.  It  may  be 
that  the  common  council  have  expressly,  or  by  a  warrantable 
inference,  authorized  the  counsel  to  delegate  his  power  to  ap- 
pear, to  another.  I  must  assume  that  the  present  counsel  con- 
siders that  he  does  possess  that  authority,  and  I  have  nothing 
before  me  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  his  view  of  his  official 
duty  is  incorrect.  The  argument,  therefore,  that  he  is  clothed 
wilh  a  trust  of  office  which  he  cannot  give  to  another,  so  fiur, 
at  least,  as  an  appearance  on  the  record  is  concerned,  cannot 
avaQ.    Motion  denied  without  cost& 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Gkebtt  Smtth,  respondent,  agt  Gurdon  Gbant,  appellant 

Where  tfaeoouit^  at  general  term,  establish  findings  of  fact  different  from  the  ihotB 
finind  bj  the  court  or  referee  who  tried  the  cause,  as  contained  and  stated  in 


382  NEW-YORK  PBACnCB  BSPORT& 

Smith  agt  Gnat 

the  case,  on  an  appeal  to  the  ooort  of  appeals  to  revieir  the  jodgmflot^f  the 
general  tenn,  sooh  findings  of  &ct  should  he  made  part  of  the  reoori 

Where  such  a  case  is  sent  bsdc  from  the  court  of  appeals  £}rare8ettlamfiot  oftiv 
fActs,  the  general  term  has  no  power  to  send  the  case  to  the  court  below  for  • 
rceettlement  and  restatement  of  the  fiicts  on  which  the  judgment  was  there  leih 
dered.  The  court  of  appeals  should  he  fiimished  with  the  same  fieustB  o&  yhaA 
the  general  term  based  its  judgment 

Wheroi  in  such  caie,  the  fiicts  as  found  by  the  .general  tenn  httienot  been  stated 
in  the  record,  in  pursuance  of  rule  38,  the  general  term  in  its  discretion  has  the 
right  and  will  allow  such  settlement  upon  proper  teima 

Canton  Qeneral  Term^  May,  1859. 

PtemO^  Allen  and  Jauxs,  Justices, 

MonoN  by  defisndant  .for  a  j^flettlement  of  fiausts. 

This  action  was  oiiginally  tried  by  the  court  without  a  juiy, 
and  judgment  entered  for  the  plaintiff.  ExceptioQS  wm 
taken,  and  a  caee  made  and  setded,  embodying  the  excep- 
tions, on  wbi<di  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  geuexal  term,  where 
the  judgment  was  affirmed.  The  defendant  then  appealed  to 
the  court  of  appeal&  On  the  eause  coming  on  to  be  heard,  it 
was  objected  that  the  findings  of  &ct,  aa  stated  in  the  case, 
were  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  appellate  eonrt  to  review  tbe 
judgment  appealed  fi*om,  and  it  was,  theroupon,  ordered  thftt 
said  cause  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  the  appellant  to  apply  to 
the  supreme  court  of  the  4th  judicial  district,  for  a  resetUement 
of  the  case,  so  as  to  present  the  questions  of  &ot  found,  &c. 

Jakes  Gibson,  for  appeUanL 
U.  G.  Pabis,^  respondenL 

?y  the  court — James,  Justice.  Whether  this  application  is 
to  resettle  the  facts  tbund  by  the  court  below,  or  to  settle  and 
state  the  facts  upon  which  this  court  placed  its  judgment,  does 
not  appear  from  the  papers,  nor.  was  it  distinctly  avowed  on 
the  argument  At  the  present  stage  of  this  action,  I  think,  it 
clear  that  the  court  has  not  the  power  to  send  the  case  to  the 
court  below  for  a  resettlement  and  restatement  of  the  facts  op 
which  its  judgment  was  rendered,  and  this  court  cannot  re- 
settle and  restate  any  findings  of  the  court  below,  beoause  it 
cannot  legally  know  what  the  findings  were,  further  than  is 
shown  by  the  case  itself. 
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iBmBi  lind  4^8  ^aturt  tibte  power  to  eend  the  oaae  buiok  to  Ahe 
ifftmi  taEPi  lor  a  resta^xDcot  of  the  &cIb,  ifc  'v^rald  be  improp- 
M}4kt  tbJB  «tage,  to  eicenQiioe  k,  ibeeaaae,  (having  pronouneed 
judgment  in  the  case  on  the  appeal,  any  aitaration  of  the  facts 
^wonld  maloe  it  a  difleroiit  .caae  from  that  on  which  we  acted. 
The  appeal  to  the  court)  of  appeaJis  is  to  reyiew  the  judgxaent 
.of  4jie  gem^  term  of  the  dupfenae  court,  and  to  that  end  the 
^iQOiorttOf  appeals  ahonXd  be  furnished  with  the  &Gt8,  and  the 
flupa  %t8  on  which  itke  supreme  court  baaed  its  judgment 

<Xn  an  wp^pesi  to  the  genecal  te^rm,  in  an  action  tried  by  the 
tQWrt  or  ^edgaree,  to  review  the  findings  of  &ct,  as  well  as  Ibe 
ooncluaioos  of  laWj  if  that  court  establish  findings  of  fiEtot,  dif- 
isj^^  from  the  &ets  found  by  the  court  or  referee,  as  contained 
and  stated  in  the  csse^  on  an  appeal  to  ihe  court  of  appeals  to 
i^view  the  judgment  of  the  general  tenn,  such  findings  iof  &at 
aJiould  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Ilie  Code,  aldiough  it  authorises  trials  by  le&sr^es,  and  by 
ib/b  court  without  a  jury,  directs  the  mode,  manner  and  con- 
tonts  of  their  report,  and  pn^yides  for  a  review  of  their  decisions 
both  upon  the  facia  and  the  law  (§§  266,  7  and  8,  272  and64&)j 
yat  makes  no  special  provision  how  the  iacts  establidied  i^pon 
jKich  rckview  shall  be  settled  and  attached  to  the  record  in  caae 
sd  an  appedil  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

Independent  of  any  statute,  this  court  possesses  the  power 
to  devise  regulations  for  conducting  its  own  procedure,  and 
8uch  rules  are  not  the  subject  of  review  by  the  appellate  court 
{Msmdc  9^  Eifihardeon,  9  Brng.  126 ;  Scales  agt.  Ghemj  12  M. 
ft  ^.687);  and  in  the  absence  of  any  general  rule  on  the  sub- 
ject, it  would  have  the  pow:er  to  act  in  individual  cases ;  but 
^9de  S8  was  intended  to  maJce  provision  for  both  appellant 
and  appdlee,  in  fiuch  cases,  and  to  direct  a  mode  .of  proceduise 
to  attain  the  end ;  and  the  authority  to  make  such  rule,  in  vir^ 
fcue  of  the  power  conferred  by  §  470  of  the  Code,  ds  undoubted. 
Wi^ut  the  power  in  tbisrcourt  to  settle  and  attach  its  findinga 
i9f  iSact}  on  a  review  of  .a^ueation  c^fact,  to  the  recoid  in  oases 
of  appeal,  the  appellate  court  could  not  be  informed  of  the£su3ts 
on  which  the  judgment  appealed  from  was  based ;  it  would 
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only  proceed  upon  ihe  &ct8  as  stated  in  the  original  case^  and 
thus  would  be  defeated  that  provision  of  tlie  Code  whiciIa^tiho^ 
izes  a  review  of  the  fects  upon  the  evidence  by  the  geoend 
term.    (§§  268,  848.) 

A  resettlement  of  the  fects  found  by  the  special  term  is  not 
only  in  this  stage  of  the  action  impracticable,  but  would  be 
wholly  uselesa  If  the  appeal  was  £rom  the  finding  of  fiict  as 
well  as  conclusions  of  law,  this  court  may  now  order  the  &ct8 
found  by  it,  and  upon  which  it  based  its  judgment,  tobesefded 
and  attached  to  the  judgment  roll,  which  shall  go  to  the  court 
of  appeals.  In  this  case,  the  notice  does  not  specify  whether 
the  appeal  is  firom  the  conclusions  of  law,  the  findings  officii 
or  both ;  the  exceptions  are  to  the  findings  of  fact  and  conoln- 
sions  of  law,  but  none  to  the  omission  or  refiisal  to  find  certain 
fistcts  relied  upon  as  a  defence.  Perhaps  it  is  not  necessary  to 
state,  in  the  notice,  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  appeal,  or  to 
exoept^to  the  findings  of  fiwt,  or  even  specify  the  error  or  omiB- 
sion  complained  o^  but  it  would  be  a  much  better  practice,  and 
very  much  simplify  and  lessen  the  labor  of  preparing  and  ex- 
amining cases. 

The  defendant,  no  doubt,  intended  to  appeal  as  well  ftom  Ae 
findings  of  fact  as  conclusions  of  law ;  and  this  court  examined 
the  evidence  and  found  that  certain  facts  were  established  by 
it,  not  stated  in  the  findings  of  the  court  below ;  and  upon 
such  findings,  the  judgment  of  the  general  term  was  pro- 
nounced. Had  application  been  made  for  a  settlement  and 
statement  of  such  findings,  within  twenty  days  after  notice  of 
the  judgment  of  the  general  term,  pursuant  to  rule  88,  it  would 
have  been  allowed,  and  the  statement,  as  settled,  ordered  at- 
tached to  the  judgment  roll.  The  right  to  permit  it  to  be  done 
now,  no  doubt,  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  ((W^ 
§  174),  and  as  this  branch  of  the  practice  was  not  very  wdl 
understood  at  the  date  of  this  appeal,  it  sbould  be  penmtted 
upon  defendant's  paying  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  costs  which 
have  accrued  since  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  $10 
costs  of  this  motion. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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OOURT  OF  APPEALS. 
James  Moobe,  Tespondent^  agt.  John  A.  Cboss,  appellant 

Parol  eyidence  is  admiasible  in  an  action  npon  a  promissoiy  note  between  the 
parties  to  it^  to  prove  the  original  consideration  and  agreement  of  the  partiesi 
and  that  the  agreement  is  contrary  to  the  legal  inference  fh>m  the  &ce  of  the 
note. 

"Where  the  second  indorser  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  pnts  his  name  npon  it 
in  blank,  with  the  knowledge  that  it  is  to  give  the  maker  credit  with  the  pajee^ 
he  is  liable  in' an  action  by  the  payee. 

Where  the  right  of  the  payee  to  indorse  without  recourse  appears,  as  in  thiscase^ 
substantial  justice  is  promoted  by  regarding  it  <u  done^  and  its  being  done  is 
the  merest  matter  of  form.  (This  see/ma  1o  overrule  the  decision  on  this  point  in 
Vie  prevailing  opinion^  and  sustains  the  opimoh  aispedal  (em  tn  Watarbwry  Qgt 
a&M&Mr,  16  How.  329.) 

June  Term,  1859. 

One  McGervey,  a  retailer  in  coal,  applied  to  the  respondent 
Moore,  to  buy  coal  of  him.  Moore  offered  to  sell  him  for  pa- 
per, to  be  indorsed  by  Cross,  the  appellant 

McGervey  thereupon  applied  to  Cross,  with  whom  he  had 
dealings,  informing  him  of  the  offer.  To  enable  McGervey  to 
buy  this  coal,  Cross  thereupon  drew  up,  in  his  own  handwrit- 
ing, two  promissory  notes,  amounting  in  gross  to  $800.  to 
James  Moore  or  order,  and  McGervey  signed  them  as  maker. 
Cross  then  indorsed  them  in  blank,  and  handed  them  to 
McGervey,  to  be  delivered  to  Moore  for  coaL  They  were  so 
delivered,  and  the  coal  was  received  by  McGervey,  and  all 
parties  understood  that  it  was  sold  on  the  strength  of  Cross's 
indorsement  Yet  on  the  paper  itself,  from  merely  looking  at 
it  without  reference  to  these  extrinsic  facts.  Cross  appeared  to 
be  second  indorser  and  Moore  first  indorser. 

After  delivery  of  the  coal  and  receipt  of  the  notes,  Moore 
got  them  discounted.  At  maturity  they  were  protested  in  the 
usual  way,  and  notice  of  protest  served  on  Cross. 

Moore,  as  plaintiff  commenced  suit  on  them  against  MoGer- 
yey,  as  maker,  and  against  Cross,  as  indorser. 

Vol.  XVn.  25 
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CroRS  put  in  defence,  and  insisted  that  he  was  an  indoraer, 
posterior  in  legal  eflFect  to  the  payee,  Moore,  and  could  not  be 
made  liable  to  the  payee,  and  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmis- 
sible to  show  the  foregoing  facts  as  to  the  origin  and  condder- 
ation  of  the  notes. 

There  were  two  trials  before  the  referee,  who  each  time  foand 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  respondent,  Moore,  for  the  amount  of 
the  two  notes  against  Cross,  the  indorser,  and  each  of  the  ver- 
dicts was  reversed  on  appeal,  by  the  general  term  of  the  sq* 
preme  court  Finally,  a  reargument  was  ordered  on  the  last 
reversal,  and  after  a  full  argument  before  the  three  judges^ 
BoosEVELT  presiding,  they  rendered  final  judgment  for  the  re- 
spondent Moore,  against  Cross,  the  indorser,  for  the  amount  of 
the  two  notes. 

From  that  judgment,  the  indorser,  Croas,  appealed  to  fte 
'court  of  appeals. 

D.  McMahon,  for  Moore^  the  respondent 
S.  F,  CLARK80N,y&r  Oow,  the  appellant 

JoHKSOK,  Ch.  J.  This  action  is  upon  a  promissory  note, 
made  by  one  McGervey,  payable  to  the  order  of  James  Moore^ 
and  indorsed  in  blank  by  John  A.  Cross,  James  Moore  and 
John  McNamee.  The  plaintiff  is  the  James  Moore  to  whose 
order  the  note  is  payable.  It  was  proved  that  upon  a  negotia- 
tion for  a  sale  of  coal,  by  Moore  to  McOervey,  Moore  agreed 
to  sell  him  the  coal  for  his  note,  indorsed  by  Cross,  and  that 
for  this  purpose  Cross  indorsed  the  note.  The  sale  according- 
ly  took  place,  and  the  coal  and  the  note  indorsed  by  Cross 
were  respectively  delivered.  The  note  was  discounted  for 
Moore,  at  the  Atlantic  Bank,  and,  being  unpaid  at  maturity, 
was  duly  demanded  and  notice  duly  given  to  Cross.  It  was 
subsequently  taken  up  at  the  bank  by  Moore,  the  plaintiff 
The  question  is,  whether,  on  this  state  of  &cts,  Moore  can  ve> 
cover  in  this  action  against  Cross? 

It  is  quite  conceivable  that,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness, a  promissory  note  may,  before  it  fidls  due,  come  to  the 
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hands  of  a  person  who  already  appears  upon  it  as  payee  or 
indoTser.  In  such  a  case,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  against 
any  of  the  parties  whose  indorsements  are  subsequent  to  the 
first  appearance  of  his  name.  The  legal  reason  is,  that  each  of 
these  persons,  on  paying  to  him  the  note,  would  have  an  im- 
mediate right  to  demand  payment  from  him  on  his  earlier  in- 
dorsement The  law,  to  avoid  this  circuity,  denies  an  action 
to  a  party  thus  situated.  K  the  note  had  passed  through  his 
hands  without  indorsement,  or  if  it  had  been  indorsed  without 
recourse  by  him,  the  reason  would  not  exist,  and  there  could 
be  no  objection,  founded  on  his  prior  holding  or  indorsement, 
to  the  maintainanoe  of  an  action  by  him  against  the  parties 
liable  on  t'.ie  note. 

Again,  if  a  note  be  made  and  indorsed  for  the  acconmioda- 
tion  of  A.,  who  indorses  it  to  another  person,  and  afterwards, 
in  the  course  of  trade,  again  becomes  the  holder,  he  could 
.  maintain  no  action  against  the  maker  and  indorser,  for  his  ac- 
commodation, notwithstanding  their  apparent  liability  to  him 
on  the  &ce  of  the  paper.  The  fact  of  the  accommodation,  mak- 
ing and  indorsing,  might  be  proved  to  defeat  the  action,*and  it 
would  establish  that  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  contrary  to 
the  legal  inference  from  the  face  of  the  paper,  did  not  impose 
a  liability  on  the  maker  and  indorser,  to  pay  the  party  suing. 

This,  in  principle,  is  very  like  what  the  plaintiff  seeks  to 
maintain  in  this  case.  Having  brought  his  action  as  holder, 
and  producing  the  paper  indorsed  in  blank,  he  has  primafacie 
made  out  a  title  as  such,  and,  to  rebut  the  inference  which 
arises  on  theVace  of  the  paper,  that  a  recovery  by  him  against 
Gross  would  only  lead  to  a  new  recovery  by  Cross  against  him, 
be  shows  that  tlie  defence  of  circuity  is  not  available  against 
him,  inasmuch  as  Cross  could  have,  by  the  original  agreement 
of  the  parties,  no  recovery  against  him.  The  case  is,  as  to  ita 
legal  merits,  the  same  as  if  Gross  had  taken  up  the  paper  from 
the  bank,  and  brought  an  action  against  Moore,  as  payee,  and 
in  such  a  case  no  one  could  doubt  the  competency  of  the  proof 
of  the  facts  now  in  proo^  or  their  conclusiveness  to  defeat 
Cross's  action,     {Labron  agt.  Woraniy  1  i/t//,  91.)    Between 


Sgg  NEW-TOBE:  PRA.CnOB  BEPOBia 

Moore  agL  Croeiw 

parties  thus  standing  in  immediate  privity  with  each  other,  an 
action  could  no  more  have  been  maintained  by  Cross  against 
Moore,  than  it  could  had  Moore  been  strictly  an  accommoda- 
tion indorser  for  Cross.  When  this  note  was  originally  in 
Moore's  hands,  the  blank  indorsement  of  Cross  could  have 
been  rendered  entirely  conformable  to  the  real  agreement  and 
object  of  the  parties,  by  Moore  making  his  own  indorsement 
without  recourse  in  terms.  Upon  such  an  indorsement,  the 
paper  would  no  longer  have  afforded  sl  prima  facie  answer  to 
Moore's  action  against  Cross,  nor  could  Cross  have  maintained 
that  such  an  indorsement  was  unwarranted,  as  it  would  have 
exactly  carried  out  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

Between  these  parties  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  indorse- 
ment might  not  thus  have  been  made  at  the  trial,  or  why  it 
may  not  now,  being  a  mere  matter  of  form,  and  the  right  to 
make  it  being  proved,  be  treated  as  made.  Some  confiisian 
has  been  thrown  around  this  subject,  from  what  has  been  final- 
ly settled  to  have  been  an  error,  treating  such  an  indorsement 
as  a  guaranty,  and  charging  the  indorser  as  a  maker  or  guar- 
antor. This  doctrine  was  advanced  in  fferrick  agt.  Ooarman 
(12  John.  160),  and  was  adjudged  in  Ndson  agt  Dubois  (18 
John.  175),  and  Campbell  agt.  Butler  (14  John.  849),  it  was  at- 
tacked in  Dean  agt.  Hak  (17  Wend.  214),  and  in  Seabury  agt 
Hungerford  (2  Hill^  80),  and  was  finally  overthrown  in  HaU 
agt  Newcomb  (8  Hill,  288),  and  the  same  in  error  (7  HiU^  416). 
The  chancellor,  in  his  opinion  in  the  latter  case,  says :  "  If  the 
object  of  the  second  indorser  was  to  ehable  the  drawer  to  ob* 
tain  money  firom  the  payee  of  the  note,  upon  credit  of  the 
accommodation  indorser,  he  may  indorse  it  without  reooursey 
and  by  such  indorsement  may  either  make  it  payable  to  the 
second  indoisser  or  to  the  bearer,  and  such  original  payee  may 
then,  as  legal  holder  aud  owner  of  the  note,  recover  thereon 
against  such  second  indorser,  upon  a  declaration  stating  such 
special  indorsement  by  him,  and  subsequent  indorsement  of 
the  note  to  him,  by  the  second  indorser." 

He  proceeds  to  say,  that  the  party  might  proceed  on  the 
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common  oount8|  giving  a  oopj  of  the  note  and  indorsement^ 
but  that  he  must  in  either  case  show  demand  and  notice  to 
charge  indorser.  In  Spies  agt  Oibnore  (I  CbmsL  321),  the  doc- 
trine  came  before  this  court,  under  slighlly  different  circum- 
stances. Want  of  demand  and  notice  were  held  to  be  excused 
upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case  in  the  superior  court.  In 
this  court  it  was  discussed  and  decided  on  the  question  of  the 
sufficiency  of  the  excuse,  and  not  an  intimation  is  to  be  found 
throwing  any  doubt  upon  the  position  that,  had  those  defects 
not  existed,  the  plaintiff  might  have  recovered.  The  later 
cases  of  Brown  agt  Curtis  (2  Com.  225),  Hall  agt.  Farmer  {id, 
558),  and  Durham  agt  Manrow  {id.  538),  being  upon  written 
guarantees,  and  not  upon  indoisements,  are  not  applicable  to 
this  case. 

The  case  of  Herrick  agt.  Carman  (10  John.  224,  awrf  12  John. 
153),  and  l\Uman  agt  Whalen  (17  John.  826),  are  entirely  in 
harmony  with  this  view.  In  neither  of  them  was^  it  made  to 
appear  that  the  second  indorser  put  his  name  on  the  paper,  to 
give  the  maker  credit  with  the  payee.  On  that  ground,  each 
of  them  was  decided,  while  the  whole  scope  of  the  opinions 
show  that^  with  that  proof,  the  court  would  have  sustained  a 
recovery.  The  case  of  Walerbury  agt.  Sinclair  (16  Bow.  Pr. 
829)  sustains  the  general  position  of  the  plaintiff  as  do  the 
opinions  of  Mr.  Justice  S.  B.  Strong  and  Mr.  Justice  Emott, 
though  the  decision  of  the  former  was  overruled  upon  the 
ground  that  there  should  have  been  an  actual  indorsement 
without  recourse. 

It  seems  to  me  that,  under  the  present  system,  if  a  right  so 
to  indorse  appears,  and  it  may  be  done  even  at  the  trial, 
substantial  justice  is  promoted  by  regarding  it  as  done, 
and  looking  upon  its  actual  doing  as  the  merest  matter  of 
form. 

The  recovery  was  founded  on  correct  legal  principles.  The 
fact  that  an  indorsement  without  recourse  would  present  ex- 
actly such  a  case  as  might  frequently  happen  in  the  transaction 
of  business,  and,  if  so  happening,  would  strike  no  one  as  violat- 
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ing  the  ordinary  theory  of  promissory  notes,  shows  that  Ae 
real  rights  of  these  parties  are  capable  of  being  enforced,  with- 
out any  violence  to  any  rule  of  law,  under  the  contcact  they 
have  actually  made. 
Judgment  of  affirmance  in  &vor  of  respondent^  with  costa 
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Francis  H.  Saltus  agt.  Sidney  C.  Genin,  Alfbxd  Lock- 
wood  and  Le  Gband  Lockwood. 

Motion  for  leave  to  file  and  serve  an  amended  wmpUmi  in  this  ease  was  denied 
on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  waited  two  years  and  three  months  after  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  before  making  his  application;  whidi  was  fimnded  on  the 
avermeDc,  that  on  the  trial  of  the  action  varioua  matters  were  admitted  in  eri- 
dence  of  which  he  was  not  before  sufficiently  apprised  to  be  able  to  set  them 
forth  in  his  complaint.  Bather  kUe  to  aver  discovery  of  fiuits.  Besidui^  U» 
proposed  amended  complamt  was  liable  to  serious  oljectiana. 

New  -  York  Special  Term,  May,  1859. 

Motion  for  leave  to  file  and  aerve  an  amended  complaint 


'for  motion* 
-  opposed* 


Woodruff,  Justice.  I  am  constrained  to  deny  the  motion 
for  leave  to  serve  the  amended  complaint  sabmitted  npon  ihe 
making  of  this  motion. 

The  action  was  tried  in  December,  1856,  before  a  judge  with- 
out a  jury,  and  the  facta  proved  were  then  specially  found. 
Upon  appeal  to  the  general  term,  the  judgment  rendered  at 
special  term  was,  in  the  early  part  of  July,  1858,  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  was  ordered. 

The  ground  upon  which  the^plaintiflf  now  asks  leave  to  serve 
the  amended  complaint  is,  as  disclosed  in  the  affidavit,  that  on 
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tiie  trial  t>f  the  action  various  matters  were  admitted  in  evi- 
dence, of  which  he  was  not  before  suflSiciently  apprised  to  be 
able  to  set  them  forth  in  his  complaint 

It  must  suffice  to  say  of  the  apphcation,  resting  as  it  does  in 
the  affidavit  on  this  sole  ground,  that  the  plaintiff  waited  two 
years  and  three  months  after  such  matters  were  given  in  evi- 
dence, and  it  is  now  rather  late  to  aver  discovery  of  facts  as 
the  ground  of  asking  amendment    (10  Haw.  E.  198.) 

In  truth,  notwithstanding  his  so-called  discovery,  the  plain- 
tiff chose  to  persist  in  his  prosecution,  and  sought  no  amend- 
ment until  the  general  term  have  decided,  early  in  July,  1868, 
that  no  recovery  could  be  had  under  his  complaint  upon  the 
fiicts  proved  at  the  trial,  and  found  by  the  court;  and,  after 
such  decision,  he  has  waited  eight  months  before  making  the 
present  application. 

If,  in  any  case,  amendment  should  be  allowed,  it  must  be 
one  in  which  it  is  apparent  that  the  plaintiff  will  suffer  greater 
injustice  than  he  can  suffer  here,  if  the  fitcts  proved  on  the 
trial,  and  found  by  the  court,  are  true ;  for  if  the  facts  are  truly 
stated,  it  seems  to  me  that  any  recovery  upon  those  facts,  if 
permitted,  must  proceed  upon  ground  of  a  highly  technical 
character,  and  which,  if  strictly  legal,  can  hardly  be  called 
meritorious.  Ij^  in  truth^  on  any  particular  day  pending  the 
transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  the  latter 
had  not  200  shares  of  Nicaragua  stock  standing  in  their  names, 
it  is  by  no  moans  clear  that  the  plaintiff  suffered  any  actual 
damage,  even  if  he  be  in  legal  strictness  entitled  to  treat  that 
as  a  conversion  of  his  stock. 

Besides  this,  the  amended  complaint  now  proposed  is  liable 
to  serious  objections.  The  plaintiff  even  now  alleges  the  facts 
]HX>ved  and  found  to  be  untrue.  He  seeks  to  avail  himself  of 
the  so-called  discovery,  not  for  the  purpose  of  averring  the 
facts  discovered,  and  making  them  the  basis  of  his  claim,  but 
for  the  purpose  of  denying  them,  and  yet  speculating  on  the 
possibility  of  their  being  again  proved,  by  praying  such  relief 
as  he  may  be  entitled  to,  if  his  other  and  inconsistent  aver- 
Inemts  should  not  be  established. 
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In  other  words,  he  avers  several  distinct  facia,  and  &en  adds 
in  substance,  that,  if  they  are  not  tame,  then  some  or  one  of  oer^ 
tain  other  inconsistent  statements  are  trae,  and  prajs  such  re- 
lief as  may  be  proper,  whichever  state  of  £9kct8  may  appear  to 
be  proved  on  the  new  trial. 

I  am  not  yet  prepared  to  concede  that  after  a  trial  has  onoe 
been  had,  the  case  fully  developed,  the  defendants'  proof  been 
heard,  and  the  principles  applicable  to  the  pleading  and  proofe 
have  been  discussed,  the  plaintiff  should  be  permitted  to  frame 
a  new  complaint,  not  resting  his  case  upon  any  distinct  set  of 
facts  or  principles,  but  in  substance  assimilated  to  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery, averring  the  facts  to  be  in  one  form  entitling  the  plain- 
tiff to  one  kind  of  relief,  or  if  not  so,  then  still  in  another  fonn, 
entitling  him  to  another  kind  of  relief  inconsistent  with  the 
first ;  or  if  not  so,  then  still  in  another  form,  entitling  him  to 
still  another  kind  or  measure  of  relief 

There  are  cases  in  which  some  latitude  may  be  given  to  a 
plaintiff  not  fully  informed  of  &cts,  which  lie  in  the  informa- 
tion of  others,  in  complaining  in  an  alternative  form.  Here  it 
would  not  be  an  unreasonable  exercise  of  discretion,  if  an 
amendment  were  permitted,  to  say  to  the  plaintiff  you  now 
know  all  the  facts,  choose  your  ground  of  claim  and  make 
your  averments  in  a  form  in  which  the  defendants  cannot  only 
know  upon  what  facts  you  rely,  but  be  prepared  to  meet  thenL 

It  would  be  at  least  a  novelty  in  pleading  if  the  plaintiff 
may  be  permitted  to  aver  as  follows :  ''  The  defendant  either 
sold  my  stock,  or  he  did  not — ^if  he  did,  he  is  liable  for  the 
proceeds,  if  he  did  not,  he  is  bound  to  return  the  stock  to  me 
— wherefore  I  ask  for  such  relief  as  upon  the  proofe,  when 
taken,  I  may  appear  entitled  to." 

This  would  be  a  shorter  complaint  than  the  one  here  prch 
posed,  but,  in  the  particular  which  I  am  considering,  would 
hardly  be  liable  to  greater  criticism. 

If  the  complaint  submitted  was  in  all  respects  free  from  ob> 
jection,  it  would  not  be  apparent  to  me  that  the  defendant 
would  be  prejudiced  by  allowing  it  to  be  filed  as  an  amended 
complaint,  if  he  was  indemnified  by  requiring  the  payment  of 
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all  costs  accraed  since  the  fonner  complaint  was  filed.  It 
would  be  of  no  material  advantage  to  require  the  plaintiff  to 
oonunence  a  new  suit^  or,  in  other  words^  to  serve  a  finesh  sum- 
mona. 

And,  on  the  other  hand,  no  great  advantage  would  result  to 
the  plaintiff  from  allowing  the  amendment  if  such  terms  were 
imposed — for  it  is  not  suggested  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions has  barred  a  new  suit,  or  that  there  is  any  difficulty  in 
serving  the  defendants  with  a  summons  in  a  new  action. 

That  such  terms  would  be  just  and  only  just,  if  an  amend* 
ment  were  allowed,  I  think  certain.  The  defendants  have  an- 
swered the  whole  cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  complaint. 
They  have  proved  on  the  trial  that  every  allegation  of  the 
complaint  which  is  made  the  basis  of  their  supposed  liability 
(beyond  what  they  have  conceded  and  offered  to  pay)  is  untrue. 
Tie  general  term  have  decided  that  the  plaintiff  cannot,  under 
his  complaint,  recover  upon  any  facts  so  proved  and  found. 

Now,  to  permit,  under  the  name  of  amendment,  the  filing  of 
a  complaint  proceeding  upon  new  allegations,  and .  asking  a 
different  relief  upon  the  very  grounds  which  were  before  de- 
nied by  the  plaintiff  after  the  defendants  have  been  put  to  the 
whole  expense  of  a  protracted  litigation,  and  have  substanti- 
ally succeeded  upon  all  matters  charged  against  them,  without 
being  first  paid  the  costs  to  which  they  have  been  subjected, 
would  seem  to  me  obviously  unjust,  it  would  be  extending  to 
the  plaintiff  as  mere  favor  a  privilege  which  I  think  he  has  no 
title  to  ask  at  the  defendants'  expense. 

But,  for  the  other  reasons  suggestedi  the  motion  should,  I 
think,  be  denied. 

Order  accordingly. 
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Franklin  B.  Seacobd  agt  Caleb  Morgan  and  John  War- 
ren. 

The  benefit  reeulting  fix)m  the  ezecution  of  an  undertaking  to  the  appeUmt  in 
the  right  of  appeal,  and  the  suspeDsion  of  the  power  of  oollectlDgtbe  judgment 
appealed  fit>m,  fbrniah  a  sufficient  valuable  consider aUon  tor  such  an  inatrament^ 
within  the  rules  and  prinoiples  of  the  oommon  law.  Baaides^  it  was  designed 
by  sUtute  to  effect  a  g^ven  purpose,  and  by  the  statute  it  was  designed  to 
create  a  binding  obligation  upon  those  who  execute  it^  whether  it  ezpreases  a 
formal  cousideration  or  not 

The  obligors  who  sign  an  undertaking  on  appeal  are  dearij  IiaUe  to  pof  a 
judgment  of  afflrmanoe,  as  to  one  defendant,  although  there  is  a  judgment  oC 
revereal  as  to  the  other.  In  such  a  case  it  is  a  judgment  affirmed  in  part  and 
reversed  in  part.  ' 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  is  to  be  remitted  to  the  court  b^w  to  be 
enforced  according  to  law.  It  must,  therefore,  be  brought  >brmafly  to  the  no- 
tice of  the  court  below,  and  be  made  one  of  its  judgments.  It  has  no  other 
known  means  of  enforcing  the  judgment  of  the  oourt  of  appeals^  and  until  it 
makes  an  order  to  that  effect,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  ai^>ea]s 
becomes  incorporated  in  its  own  records,  no  prooeedings  can  be  taken  to 
enforce  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  oourt  Merely  the  filing  of  the  remitti- 
tur with  the  clerk  and  his  adjustment  of  the  ooBts  thereon  is  not  nlBnfmrt 
(Sea/ooi  note.) 

Second  District,  General  Term,  May,  1859. 
The  facts  will  appear  in  the  opinion. 

S.  E.  IkYO^,  for  the  plaintiff. 
W.  H.  TAOGART,/or  <2^endanl9. 

By  the  court — ^Brown,  Justice.  The  written  nndertaldog 
upon  which  this  action  is  brought  was  given  to  the  plaintiff 
pursuant  to  the  885th  section  of  the  Code  of  Procedure.  It 
recited  that  the  above  named  Franklin  B.  Seacord  had  recov- 
ered a  judgment  against  one  Nicholas  Miller  and  Leonard  P. 
Miller,  afSirming  upon  appeal  a  judgment  against  them  in  &• 
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yor  of  Seaoord,  entered  upon  the  direction  of  a  single  jndgei 
for  $202.27  damages,  widi  $59.^7  costs  of  appeal,  and  tbal^ 
feeling  aggrieved.  Uiereby,  they  intended  to  appeal  to  the  court 
of  appeals  of  the  state  of  JTew- York.  It  then  proipeeded  to  de- 
clare that  John  Warren  and  Caleb  Morgan,  above  named,  did 
thereby,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  undertake  that  such  appel- 
lants will  pay  all  damages  and  costs  awarded  against  them  on 
such  appeal,  not  exceeding  $250.  And  further,  that  if  the 
judgment  appealed  from,  or  any  part  thereof,  be  affirmed,  that 
the  appellants  would  also  pay  the  amount  directed  to  be  paid 
by  the  said  judgment,  or  the  part  of  such  amount  as  to  which 
the  said  judgment  shall  be  affirmed,  if  it  be  affirmed  only  in 
part,  and  all  damages  which  shall  be  awarded  against  said  ap- 
pellants on  such  appeal.  The  giving  of  this  undertaking  was 
a  condition  indispensable  to  the  appeal,  and  without  which  the 
action  could  not  be  brought  before  the  court  of  appeals  to  be 
reheard.  Its  further  effect  was,  to  stay  the  collection  of  the 
money  awarded  to  the  respondent  by  the  judgment  of  the  su- 
preme court,  duriog  the  pendency  of  the  appeal  and  until  the 
same  was  dismissed  or  determined  upon  the  merits.  The  im- 
dertaking  is  not  executed  under  seal,  nor  does  it  express  a 
money  consideration.  But  the  benefit  resulting  from  the  exe- 
cution of  the  paper  to  the  appellants  in  the  right  of  appeal, 
and  the  suspension  of  the  pov\er  of  collecting  the  judgment 
appealed  from,  furnish  a  sufficient  valuable  consideration 
within  the  rules  aud  principles  of  the  common  law.  Besides, 
it  wus  an  indtrumeut  created  by  statute  and  designed  to  effect 
a  given  purpose,  and  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  law,  and 
doubtkss  such  was  its  purpose,  to  make  the  undertaking  a 
binding  obligation  upon  those  who  executed  it,  whether  it  ex- 
pressed a  formal  consideration  or  not. 

Nor  do  I  perceive  any  force  in  the  objection  taken  by  the 
defendants,  that,  because  the  judgment  was  reversed  as  to  the 
defendant,  Leonard  P.  Miller,  there  has  been  no  breach  o^  or 
rather  that  no  obligation  remains  to  be  executed  upon  the  un- 
dettaking.  The  condition  of  the  undertaking  was,  that  if  the 
judgment  appealed  firom,  or  any  part  thereof^  be  affirmed,  that 
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the  defendants  would  pay,  &c.  The  argument  in  support  of 
this  objection  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  the  words  "  any 
part  thereof"  refer  exclusively  to  the  money  or  thing  for 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  not  to  the  parties 
against  whom  it  was  rendered. 

By  reference  to  the  record  of  the  judgment  appealed  fh>m| 
it  will  be  seen  that  it  was  not  rendered  against  the  defendants 
as  joint  debtors  or  obligors,  but  against  Nicholas  Miller  as  the 
maker,  and  Leonard  P.  Miller,  as  the  indorser  of  the  same 
promissory  note.  Both  parties  united  in  the  same  appeal,  and 
gave  a  joint  undertaking.  Now,  Leonard  P.  Miller,  the  in- 
dorser, might  have  appealed  alone,  for  his  contract  was  a  sepa- 
rate contract  from  that  of  Nicholas,  and,  had  be  so  appealed, 
the  judgment  in  the  supreme  court  would  have  remained  in 
fbll  force  against  Nicholas,  the  maker  of  the  note,  and  the 
plaintiff  would  have  been  at  liberty  to  issue  his  execution 
against  him  or  take  any  other  measures  to  enforce  the  collec- 
tion of  the  money. 

By  a  joint  appeal  by  both  defendants,  the  plaintiff's  pro- 
ceedings against  both  have  been  suspended,  and  both  have 
had  the  benefit  of  the  rehearing  upon  the  appeal.  The  de- 
fendants who  signed  the  undertaking  were  the  sureties  of  both 
Nicholas  and  Leonard,  and  they  undertook  that  both  should 
pay  if  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  The  law  allows  a  plaintiff 
to  unite  the  maker  and  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  in  the 
same  action  and  it  is  not  in  his  power  to  prevent  the  defend- 
ants in  such  an  action  from  taking  a  joint  appeal  npon  the 
same  undertaking,  but  they  may  sever  if  they  choose.  And 
it  would  be  an  imjust  and  an  unwise  construction  to  take  away 
the  plaintiff's  remedy  upon  the  undertaking,  because  he  had 
failed  to  maintain  the  original  judgment  against  all  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  part  of  the  judgment  referred  to  in  section  886  of  the 
Code,  and  in  the  written  undertaking,  is  not  limited  to  the 
money  which  is  the  subject  of  the  recovery.  The  thing  to  be 
recovered,  whether  it  is  money  or  personal  property,  is  a  part 
of  the  judgment,  and  so  are  the  person  or  persons  from  whom 
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it  is  recovered.  Both  the  money  adjudged  to  the  plaintiff  and 
the  person  or  persons  who  are  adjudged  to  pay  it  are  essential 
and  n^aterial  parts  of  the  judgment,  and  a  judgment  is  af- 
firmed in  party  and  reversed  in  part,  when  it  is  affirmed  as  to 
one,  and  reversed  as  to  the  other.  The  obligation,  therefore, 
of  the  defendants  who  signed  the  undertaking  in  this  action  to 
pay  the  judgment  recovered  against  Nicholas  Miller,  is  clear 
and  indisputable. 

By  the  12th  section  of  the  Ciode,  the  court  of  appeals  may 
reverse,  affirm  or  modify  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from 
in  whole  or  in  part,  and  as  to  any  or  all  the  parties,  and  its 
judgment  shall  be  remitted  to  the  court  below  to  be  enforced 
according  to  law.  It  appears  that  the  remittitur  was  filed  with 
the  clerk  of  the  county  of  Westchester,  on  the  17th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1855,  who  thereupon  settled  the  plaintiff's  costs  against 
the  defendant  Nicholas  Miller,  at  $173.80,  and  also  ascer- 
tained that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  against  Nicholas  Miller 
$44.08,  for  interest  upon  the  judgment  by  way  of  damages, 
for  which  two  sums  of  money  the  plaintiff  afterward?  issued 
his  execution  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Westchester, 
against  Nicholas  Miller,  and  had  the  same  returned  unsat- 
i^ed.  It  does  not  appear,  however,  that  any  order  or  judg- 
ment was  ever  entered  in  this  court  upon  fllmg  the  remittitur, 
nor  was  the  same  ever  brought  to  the  notice  or  knowledge  of 
the  court,  in  any  way  other  than  such  filing  with  the  clerk, 
and  his  adjustment  of  the  costs. 

I  apprehend  that  this  omission  is  fatal  to  the  plaintiff'  right 
to  maintain  this  action.  ^\xe  judgment  of  the  court  of  ap- 
peals is  to  be  remitted  to  the  court  below  to  be  enforced  ac- 
cording to  law.  It  must,  therefore,  be  brought  formally  to 
the  notice  of  the  supreme  court,  and  be  made  one  of  its  judg- 
ments. It  has  no  other  known  means  of  enforcing  the  judg- 
ment  of  the  court  of  appeals,  and  until  it  makes  an  order 
to  that  effect,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals  be- 
comes incorporated  in  its  own  records,  no  proceedings  can  be 
taken  to  enforce  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court 

On  this  ground  alone,  I  think  the  judgment  and  the  report 
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of  the  referee  should  be  set  aside,  and  theathe  plaintaffwill 
have  an  opportunicj  to  apply  to  the  special  term  for  leave  to 
enter  the  formal  order  of  this  court  upon  the  remittitur,  npoa 
such  terms  as  shall  be  equitable  and  just^  as  he  maj^  be  ad- 
vised.[lj 

[1]  Note.— This  seeiiiB  to  be  tdwene  in  some  respecti  to  tbe  oase  ciMbem 
agt  Grayj  antet  page  289.  How  fiir  th«  court  of  appeals  indorsed  the  yiews  of 
the  supreme  oourt  on  this  point  is  not  known,  as  no  written  opinion  was  given  hj 
the  oourt  of  appeals  in  that  case. 

It  is  an  appropriate  opportonitjnow  to  give  this  question  some  little  ezamiiift- 
tion,  which  we  propose  to  da  And,  as  our  experience  has  been  to  a  ooosiderafale 
extent  practical  as  well  as  theoretical  on  this  question,  we  would  suggest : 

FireL  That  a  remiUiiur  IVom  the  court  of  appeals  should  nerer  be  deUveied  to 
an  individual,  whether  party,  attorney,  oounsel  or  other  person,  to  be  filed  with 
the  derk  betow ;  but  should  in  all  oases  invariably  be  huwmiUed  hy  maA  by  the 
clerk  of  the  appellate  court  io  (he  dork  o/Aeoowi  6eloi0,  to  be  filed  (it  is  costom- 
ary  to  transmit  them  to  the  attorney  of  the  iMrevailing  party).  Thus,  the  remiUi- 
terv,  as  in  cases  of  returns  made  to  the  derk  of  the  appellate  courts  would  remain 
in  tbo  custody  of  the  courts  with  their  proper  officers,  except  during  the  time  of 
their  kgai  tranamisskm.  If  this  rule  was  adopted,  such  a  case  as  that  of  Jwdatm 
agt  (Troy  ^Tould  never  again  arise.  And,  it  would  seem  that  section  10  of  chap- 
ter 280,  of  the  Judiciary  act  of  1847,  which  requires  that  "  sudi  prooeedinga shall 
be  remitted  io  (heoffice  oftheeowUy  dark,  with  whom  the  reoord  was  filed,  or  by 
whom  said  order  was  entered  or  decree  enrolled,"  is  still  unrepealed  and 
operativa 

Second.  On  receipt  of  the  remittitur  by  the  derk  of  the  court  below,  let  it  be 
immediately  filed,  thus  showing  the  time  that  jwriadidum  oommenoes  with  the 
court  below.  If  the  judgment  of  the  appellato  court  should  require  amendment 
or  correction,  before  proceeding  in  the  cause  in  the  court  below,  we  see  not  why 
the  appellate  court  have  not  the  same  control  over  their  judgments  in  regard  to 
malcirig  amendments,  fta,  as  was  decided  in  Judeon  agt  Gray^  that  the  court  be- 
low have  over  their  judgments  while  tlie  appeal  is  pending  in  the  appellate  couri. 
This  must  necessarily  be  so.  {SeeFabner  ngt,  Lawrence,!  Sdd.  46f^)  Butifin 
any  case  proceedings  have  been  histituted  and  carried  on  to  any  extent  in  the 
court  below,  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  apply  to  the  apellate  court  for  aa 
amendment  or  correction  *of  tlieir  judgment,  the  court  below  can  grant  an  order 
that  the  remittitur  be  returned  to  the  appellate  court,  for  that  purpose.  On  this 
point  we  disagree  with  the  decision  in  VermOye  agt  SMen,  6  How,  41 ;  &  dS 
Sand.  683. 

And,  Third,  On  filing  the  remittitur  in  the  court  below,  and  it  appearing  tbafe 
the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  is  correct,  audi  judgment  shall  '*be  enforced 
according  to  law.»»  {Code,  §  12.)  How  is  that  ?  Let  the  attorney  of  the  prevail- 
in?  V^J  give  no^oe  to  his  adveisary  {aee  McCalTs  Forma, p,  161^  that  the  re- 
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mittttor  has  been  filed,  and  that  Judgment  will  be  entered  tbereoD,  and  if  a  new 
trial  18  not  awarded,  that  the  costs  will  be  taxed  hy  the  derk,  fta  On  the  day 
specified  in  the  notice,  the  preFailing  party  appears  before  the  derk  and  procures 
the  taxation  of  his  costs  (on  opposition  or  otherwise),  and  then  enters  his  order 
(«ee  McCaICa  Forms,  p.  90),  for  judgment  on  the  remittitur,  with  costs  (or  not,  as 
the  case  may  be),  in  the  usual  manner  with  the  clerk,  and  thereupon  the  proper 
proceedings  to  ouforce  the  judgment  are  authorized. 

Wliether,  where  the  remittitur  has  not  boon  filed,  or  the  order  for  judgment  haa 
not  been  entered,  and  proceedings  have  been  instituted  upon  the  judgment  of  the 
appellate  court,  the  court  below  have  not  the  power  to  order  these  omissions  to 
be  corrected  mumc  pro  UuiCf  qtiart  f  Perhaps,  m  the  case  of  Jvdton  agi  Gray 
(n^ff-a),  we  are  bound  to  presume  that  the  supreme  court  did  direct  the  remitti- 
tur to  be  filed,  and  the  proper  order  entered  mmc  pro  tune,  as  soon  as  the  error 
was  disooTered. — [Refobtib. 


NEW-YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Richard  B.  Oonelik  agt  Jakes  A.  Stamler. 

A  party's  books  of  account,  accompanied  by  the  ordinary  preliminary  proo^  oan 
no  longer  be  received  in  this  state  as  sufficient  eyidence  of  the  sale  and  de- 
liyery  of  goods,  or  of  the  performance  of  services,  but  the  party  must  now  go 
upon  the  dtand  as  a  wttoess  and  prove  the  fiicts,  resorting  to  the  entries  made 
by  him  in  his  books,  only  where  it  is  necessary  to  refiresh  his  recoUectkm. 

The  books,  however,  would  be  sufficient  evidence,  within  the  prindple  recognised 
in  Merrill  agt  Ithaca  and  Owego  Railroad  Go.  (16  Wend.  686),  in  cases  where 
the  party  n  ho  made  the  entries  has  entirely  forgotten  the  facts  which  he 
leoorded,  but  can  swear  that  be  would  not  have  entered  them  if  he  had  not 
known  them  at  the  time  to  be  true,  and  that  he  believes  them  to  be  correct 

Origin  in  this  state  Of  tlie  practice  of  allowing  the  party's  books  to  be  received 
in  evidence^  to  prove  the  performance  of  services  and  the  sale  and  delivery  of 
goods,  examined,  and  the  reasons  upon  which  it  rested  shown  to  be  no  longer 
iq;iplicaUa 

New-Tark  General  Term^  JunCj  1859. 

Daly,  First  Judge;  Brady  and  Hilton,  Judges. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  one  of  the 
jnstaces'  courts  of  the  city  of  New-York.  ITie  plaintiff  proved 
that  he  had  no  derk,  that  persons  who  had  dealt  with  him 
had  settled  by  his  books  and  found  them  to  be  correct.    He 
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ihen  offered  his  books  in  evidence  without  showing  that  anj 
one  of  the  items  charged  had  been  received  by  the  defendanti 
and  the  justice  gave  him  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the 
account  as  it  appeared  upon  his  books. 

By  the  court — ^Daly,  First  Judge.  In  MorriR  agt  Whitehead 
(4  JS.  D,  Smithy  239),  it  was  proved  that  the  books  produced 
were  the  account  books  of  the  party ;  that  he  had  no  derk, 
and  that  he  kept  fair  and  honest  accounts ;  but,  as  there  was 
no  proof  that  any  one  of  the  services  entered  in  the  book  had 
been  actually  rendered,  we  reversed  the  judgment.  This  is 
the  first  case  in  this  state  that  has  gone,  I  think,  that  length, 
or  in  which  it  was  distinctly  determined  that  some  of  the 
articles  or  services  charged  in  the  account  must  be  shown  to 
have  been  actually  delivered  or  rendered ;  though  it  has  been 
frequently  intimated  that  that  proof  was  essential  before  the 
books  could  be  received  or  used  in  evidence.  (  Vosburgh  agt 
Thayer,  12  Johns.  461;  Sickles  agt.  Matkew,  20  Wend.l%\ 
Foster  agt  Coleman,  1  E,  D,  Smith,  86.)  The  decision  in 
Morrill  agt.  Whitefiead  is  decisive  of  the  present  case,  as  the 
only  proof  before  the  justice  here  was  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
clerk,  and  that  persons  who  had  dealt  with  him  and  had 
settled  by  his  books  had  found  them  to  be  correct 

But  even  if  this  proof  had  been  supplied,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  would  not  now  be  sufficient  to  authorize  a  judgment 
The  practice  of  allowing  the  party's  books  of  accounts  to  be 
received  as  sufficient  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  debt, 
which  was  contrary  to  the  English  rule  (8  Bl  Com.  368 ;  Mar- 
riage  agt  Laurrence,  S  B.  <t  Aid.  142),  came  into  use  in  this 
state  and  in  New-Jersey  with  the  early  Dutch  colonists,  in 
whose  courts  merchants  and  traders  were  always  allowed  to 
exhibit  their  books  of  accounts,  where  it  was  acknowledged 
or  proved  that  there  had  been  a  dealing  between  the  parties, 
provided  the  books  had  been  regularly  kept  with  the  proper 
distinction  of  persons,  things,  year,  month  and  day.  Full  £uth 
and  credit  were  then  given  to  them,  especially  where  they 
were  strengthened  by  the  oath  of  the  party,  or  where  the  cred. 
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itor  was  dead.  (See  account  of  the  Butch  tribunals  of  New- 
York  in  IntroducUm  to  1  K  D.  Smith's  it)  «  *  *  and 
the  practice,  long  established  in  the  eastern  states,  of  receiy- 
ing  such  books  as  evidence,  is  presumed  to  have  been  intro- 
duced by  the  English  colonists  from  Holland,  who  settled 
New-England.  {Per  Bbainabd,  t/l,  in  Beach  agt  MUb^  5  Gmn. 
R  496.) 

In  the  Dutch  colonial  courts,  the  parties  appeared  before 
the  court  and  made  their  own  statement,  and  if  tbej  differed 
as  to  a  fact  which  the  court  thought  material,  either  partj 
might  be  put  to  his  oath,  so  that  the  objection  made  to  thk 
species  of  evidence  was,  in  these  tribunals,  of  less  force,  as  the 
party  who  made  the  entries  could  be  iuterrogated  in  respect 
to  the  truth  or  correctness  of  each  item.  In  KewEngland, 
they  very  wisely  retained  the  feature  of  the  snppletoiy  oath 
of  the  party  substantiating  the  truth  of  the  entries  in  ooq- 
nection  with  the  practice  of  allowing  such  books  as  evidence; 
and  where  the  matter  is  not  regulated  by  statute,  as  in  Maine 
and  Rhode  Island,  long  usage  has  established  that  the  books 
of  account  must  be  supported  by  the  oath  of  the  party.  (S 
QriffiMs  Law  Beg.  1005;  id.  116  \  Z  U.  S.  Law  InteUigence, 
227.) 

In  Qise  agt  PoUer  (8  Johns.  211),  the  practice  of  allowing 
the  entries  of  the  parties,  made  in  the  usual  course  of  business^ 
to  be  received  as  evidence,  was  recognized  as  a  usage  estab* 
lished  in  the  courts  of  this  state.  It  was  declared  to  be  con- 
trary to  the  course  of  the*  common  law — ^a  circumstance  that 
greatly  embarrassed  the  court,  finding,  as  they  expressed  it, 
that  the  usage  had  crept  in,  and  that  it  was  difficult  or  impose 
sible  in  many  cases  to  give  proof  of  a  sale  and  delivery.  They 
adverted  to  the  custom  in  other  countries  of  requiring,  in 
respect  to  such  evidence,  the  suppletory  oath  of  the  party  to 
give  it  full  effect,  but  declared  that  they  had  no  authority  to 
require  or  admit  the  oath  of  the  party,  and,  instead  of  doing 
one  thing  or  the  other,  either  repudiating  the  practice  as  oon* 
traiy  to  the  common  law,  or  else  holding  that  it  had  been  the 
law  from  the  early  settlement  of  the  colony,  and  was  therefore 
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either  within  or  not  affected  bj  the  provimon  of  the  consttto- 
lion  retaining  such  parts  of  the  common  law  as  formed  the 
law  of  the  coloiij  before  the  battle  of  Lexington,  they  amply 
said  that  if  this  mode  of  proof  was  to  be  tolerated,  the  party's 
books  coold  not  be  used  to  pibve  charges  for  cash  lent  This 
was  leaving  the  whole  question  unsettled,  and  consequently 
it  speedily  came  before  tiie  supreme  court  again  in  Vosburgh 
agt  Thayer  (12  John$.  465),  when  the  court  divided.  Platt, 
J.,  delivered  a  long  opinion,  declaring  that  it  was  repugnant 
to  the  common  law.  He  condemned  the  court  of  New-£ng« 
land  and  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  for  adopting  a  rule  of  the 
civil  law  instead  of  the  English  rule ;  declared  that  by  our  law 
a  party  could  not  be  allowed  to  swear  to  his  accounts ;  that  the 
rule,  even  with  that  qualificatioo  or  condition,  would  be  no 
security  against  &lse  accounts,  and  predicted  that  the  lecog* 
nition  of  such  a  practice,  upon  the  plea  of  necessity,  would  be 
followed  by  most  mischievous  consequences. 

Bat  the  other  members  of  the  court,  in  an  opinion  per 
curiam^  thought  that  the  usage  and  the  necessity  of  admitting 
such  proof  had  been  too  long  sanctioned  and  felt  in  our  courts^ 
and  that  it  was  then  too  late  to  question  its  admissibility ;  but 
instead  of  simply  recognizing  the  practice  as  it  had  prevailed 
in  the  Dutch  tribunals,  and  declaring  that  the  party  should  or 
could  be  examined  under  oath  as  to  the  truth  or  correctness 
of  the  entries  made  by  him,  they  devised,  as  a  test  and  safe- 
guard, the  special  preliminary  proof  which  has  since  he&ct 
required  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  admission  of  the  books, 
influenced,  no  doubt,  by  what  was  said  by  the  whole  court  in 
the  former  case,  and  what  was  strangely  insisted  upon  by 
Judge  Flatt  in  his  dissenting  opinion,  that  they  bad  no 
authority  to  require  and  could  not  admit  a  party  to  be  awom 
as  a  witness. 

The  examination  of  these  cases  will  show  that  the  court  had 
no  very  clear  conception  of  the  nature  of  the  question  before 
them,  which  was  simply  whether  this  practice  was  the  law  of 
the  colony  before  the  revolution ;  for  if,  by  long  usage  and 
general  adoption,  it  had,  before  that  event,  become  the  recog- 
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nized  mode  of  proving  facts  in  certain  cases,  then  it  was  the 
law  of  the  colony  instead  of  the  opposite  English  rule,  which, 
being  repngnaot,  was  not  in  force  at  the  breaking  out  of  the 
levolation,  and  was  consequently  not  embraced  in  the  retain- 
ing clause  of  the  constitution.  If  they  had  known— which 
they  probably  did  not  know — ^that  the  rule  which  they  found 
in  use  had  existed  from  the  time  of  the  Dutch,  and  had  been 
in  practical  operation  for  more  than  one  hundred  years,  they 
would  have  fjund  an  easy  solution  of  the  difficulty  by  simply 
declaring,  as  the  New-England  oourts  had  done,  that  it  had 
been  in  use  from  the  earliest  period  of  the  colony,  and  had 
thus  grown  into  a  common  law  by  general  acquiescence  and 
long  established  usage.  This  conclusion  would  have  relieved 
them  from  all  difficulty  in  respect  to  the  feature  by  which  the 
supplementary  oath  or  examination  of  the  party  as  to  the  truth 
of  entries  might  be  required ;  for,  as  it  formed  just  as  much  a 
part  of  this  course  of  procedure  as  any  other,  and  rested  upon 
the  same  general  authority — ^long  settled  usage — ^they  had 
nothing  to  do  but  to  recognize  the  whole. 

But  instead  of  doing  this,  they  looked  into  the  English  books 
and  found  that  Lord  Holt  had  said  twice,  at  nisi  priua  {Pi^ 
man  agt  Madox^  HoU^  298 ;  and  Price  agt.  Earl  of  TorringUm^ 
1  Salk.  286),  that  a  tradesman's  shop  book  was  not  of  itself 
evidence,  without  something  more,  and  they  undertook  to 
supply  what  that  *'  something  more  "  should  be.  It  was  the 
rule  of  the  common  law  that  the  party  to  the  record  could  not 
be  a  witness,  and  Blackstone  had  declared  (3  Oom.  868)  that 
the  practice  abroad  of  allowing  a  merchant's  book  with  his 
Buppletory  oath  to  amount  at  all  times  to  full  proof,  was  a  dis* 
tortion  of  the  civil  law,  in  which  it  may  be  remarked  he  was 
mistaken ;  for  to  make  the  books  sufficient  evidence,  in  coun* 
tries  where,  the  civil  law  prevails,  something  more  than  the 
snppletory  oath  of  the  party  is  requisite.  {Domain  pari  1,  b.  8, 
§  2,  otL  9 ;  Meyer^s  Institutianes  Judiciaries,  I  14,  p.  887 ;  Ood 
4,  19,  5,  7 ;  (hde  Civil,  1,  8,  73,  §  5,  art  1267.)  The  judges, 
no  doubt,  concluded  from  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  and 
from  Blaqxstonb's  interpretation  of  the  civil  law,  that  the 
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oath  or  examination  of  the  party  in  subatantialion  of  the  entries 
could  not  be  allowed.  But  feeling  the  imperative  necesfidty  of 
permitting  in  certain  cases  the  books,  when  kept  bj  the  party, 
to  be  used  as  instruments  of  evidence,  or  rather  the  injustice 
and  absurdity  of  not  allowing  them  to  be  taken  into  consider- 
ation at  all,  they  evidently  thought  that  the  usage  which  they 
found  existing  might  be  recognized,  and  the  requirement  of 
Lord  Hoi/r  satisfied  by  the  preliminary  proofs  which  they  de- 
vised and  required  as  a  condition  precedent  to  giving  the  books 
in  evidence.  New-Jersey  and  Geoi^a  appear  to  be  the  only 
states  that  have  in  this  respect  imitated  the  example  of  New- 
York.  In  fourteen  of  the  states,  either  by  statute  or  by  the 
recognition  of  the  courts,  the  oath  of  the  party  is  required  in 
corroboration  of  the  entries,  while  in  five  of  the  states  the  books 
are  not  allowed  to  be  given  in  evidence  at  all.  (iVeSy  agt. 
Holmes,  8  Ala.  642 ;  De  Camp  agt  Vandegrc^  4  Black.  722  ; 
and  cases  collected  in  note  201 ;  8  Ooioen  Jk  HilVs  Notes  to  PhU- 
Kps^  Ev.  8  ed.  297 ;  and  in  note  to  1  Oreenleafs  Ev.  s.  117.) 

But  the  important  change  recently  made  in  the  law  of  this 
state,  by  which  a  party  may  testify  the  same  as  any  other 
witness,  has  obviated  the  difficulty  that  was  supposed  to  exist 
when  the  rule  above  referred  to  was  adopted,  and  there  is  now 
no  occasion  for  resorting  to  the  books  unless  it  may  be  to 
refresh  the  party's  memory  as  to  the  items,  or  in  cases  where 
there  is  a  fieiilure  of  recollection.  In  the  latter  case,  the  books, 
if  they  contain  the  original  entries  of  the  transaction,  would 
still,  I  apprehend,  be  evidence  within  the  rule  recognized  in 
Merrill  agt.  Ithaca  and  Owego  Bailroad  Co.  (16  Wend.  586), 
that  is,  if  the  party  who  made  the  entries  has  entirely  forgotten 
the  facts  which  he  recorded,  but  can  swear  that  he  would  not 
have  entered  them  if  he  had  not  known  them  at  the  time  to  he 
true,  and  that  he  believes  them  to  be  correct.  But  I  agree 
with  Judge  Brady,  that  the  books,  except  in  the  cases  above 
put,  can  no  longer  be  received  as  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  goods,  or  of  the  performance  of  servicesi 
by  merely  proving  the  preliminary  facts  which  heretofore 
made  them  sufficient  evidence ;  but  that  the  party,  if  he  have 
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no  other  means  of  establishing  the  &cta,  most  go  upon  the  stand 
as  a  witness,  resorting  to  his  books  only  where  it  is  necessary 
to  re&esh  his  memory  as  to  the  items,  or  where,  from  a  failore 
of  recollection,  he  is  compelled  to  rely  upon  them  alone,  and 
can  swear  to  what  is  required  to  warrant  their  introduction 
as  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  the  tribunal  that  is  to  pass  upon 
the£M$tB. 


SUPBEMB  COUET. 
David  Wsntwobth  agt  Josbph  Candex. 

On  setting  aside  a  refprt  ofr^lertea  as  against  the  weight  of  eyidenoe^  and  ordor- 

ing  a  new  trial,  the  eost8  are  in  the  diaeretkm  ofiheoourtf  and  maj  be  ordered 

to  abide  the  event 
The  arbitraiy  role  which  applies  to  verdicts  being  set  aside  as  against  the  weight 

of  evidence,  and  a  new  trial  ordered  only  on  paymmU  of  omIi,  does  not  apply  to 

reports  of  re&reea 

£ne  Oeneral  Term,  February,  1859. 

Present,  Grovbb,  Marvin  and  Davis,  JusticeB. 

At  the  last  November  general  term  this  court  reveised  the 
judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  the  referee  in  this  case  and 
ordered  a  new  trial,  wiih  costs  to  abide  the  event,  on  the  ground 
that ''  the  report  of  the  referee  was  contrary  to  and  against  the 
weight  of  evidence  in  the  case." 

The  plaintiff  now  moves  for  a  modification  of  the  rule 
reversing  the  judgment,  by  striking  out  the  direction  as  to 
costs  and  inserting  "  on  payment  of  costs  by  defendant" 

^    Dyer  Tillinghast,  for  plaint^. 
A.  P.  Nichols, /or  deJendanL 

By  the  court— Davis,  Justice.  The  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff relies,  in  support  of  his  motiqn,  upon  the  general  rule,  that 
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where  the  verdict  of  a  jury  is  against  the  weight  of  or  oontraiy 
to  evidence,  it  will  be  set  aside  only  on  payment  of  costs  by 
the  moving  party.  That  this  is  the  rule  is  not  disputed;  but 
it  is  insisted  that  it  should  not  be  adhered  to  in  setting  aside 
the  report  of  a  referee  as  contrary  to  evidence,  and  that  the 
Court  should  exercise  its  discretion  on  the  subject  of  costs  with 
regard  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  each  case. 

No  case  is  cited,  nor  is  any  authority  shown  demanding  the 
a])plication  of  the  same  general  rule,  on  this  subject,  to  verdicts 
of  juries  and  reports  of  referees;  and,  although  there  is  a 
strong  auidogy  between  them  and  they  are  in  many  respects 
to  be  reviewed  upon  similar  principles,  we  are,  nevertheless, 
of  opinion  that  it  should  not  be  regarded  as  a  matter  of  course, 
to  award  costs  on  rerersing  the  judgment  entered  on  the  report 
of  a  referee  on  the  ground  that  is  against  evidence.  The  Code 
leaves  the  court  to  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  and  no  arbi- 
trary rule  (as  in  the  case  of  veixticU)  has  been  established  by 
practice,  trammelling  this  discretion  or  so  governing  its  exer- 
cise as  virtually  to  nullify  it  I  have  been  able  to  find  no 
case  before  the  Code,  nor  indeed  since,  where  the  point  has 
been  determined  or  discussed.  The  different  mode  of  review- 
ing the  report  of  referees,  that  prevailed  prior  to  the  Code, 
may  account  for  the  paucity  of  authority  on  this  subject.  It 
would  seem,  however,  from  the  cases  both  before  and  since 
the  Code,  that  the  courts  have  not  regarded  themselves  bound 
to  award  costs  in  such  a  case  as  a  matter  of  course,  as  they 
have  done  in  relation  to  verdicts.  In  Aloard  agt  AJonc/um  (1 
Johns.  Cases,  280),  the  report  of  referees  was  set  aside  *'  in 
order  to  let  in  new  light  and  have  the  merits  re-examined ;" 
but  no  provision  was  made  nor  is  anything  said  by  the  court 
on  the  subject  of  costs.  In  Smith  agt  Shandc  (18  Bmi.  844), 
this  court,  sitting  at  general  term  for  the  seventh  district,  set 
aside  the  report  of  a  referee  as  against  evidence,  and  granted 
a  new  trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event  The  superior  court 
of  the  city  of  New- York,  in  Scranlon  agt  Baxter  (4  Sandfordj 
8),  set  aside  the  report  of  a  referee  as  not  sustained  by  the 
prooj^  and  directed  both  the  costs  of  the  motion  and  of  the 
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Tslerence  to  abide  the  event  of  a  trial  by  jury.  In  that  case 
the  venerable  Chief  Justice  Dueb  announces  the  distinction 
between  verdicts  of  juries  and  reports  of  referees  in  terms 
which,  90  far  as  ihey  bear  upon  the  question  be/ore  tis^  we  are  dis- 
posed to  approve  and  adopt  A  referee  occupies,  to  the  case 
tried  before  him,  the  composite  relation  of  judge  and  jdJry. 
He  is  to  pass  upon  all  the  questions,  both  of  law  and  fact,  that 
arise  upon  the  trial ;  and  in  the  application  of  these  to  each 
other  his  position  may  in  many  cases  be  quite  as  well  regarded 
as  that  of  a  court  communicating  to  a  jury  erroneous  instruol* 
tions  as  to  the  law,  as  of  a  jury  adopting  wrong  conclusions 
of  fact.  A  trial  before  a  referee  is  more  analogous  to  a  trial 
by  the  court  without  a  jury,  than  to  a  jury  trial ;  and  the 
courts  have  never  adopted  the  practice  in  such  cases  of  charg- 
ing with  costs  the  party  who  succeeds  in  establishing  that  the 
''  decision  "  of  the  court  at  circuit  was  against  evidence. 

On  the  whole  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  better  for  the  court 
to  hold  in  its  own  hands  its  discretion  as  to  costs  in  cases  like 
this,  to  be  used  as  justice  may  demand,  rather  than  surrender 
it  to  an  arbitrary  rtde^  which  destroys  its  essential  power  and 
in  effect  changes  its  character. 

The  motion  is  therefore  denied. 


NEW-YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

George  W.  Benson  agt  Nicholas  E.  Paine  and  Edwabd 
E.  Barbett. 

A  judgment  against  one  of  several  joint  debtors,  though  nothing  is  obtained  npon 
it,  is  a  bar  to  any  future  action  tliereafter,  either  against  all  the  debtors  or 
against  anj  one  of  them.  It  cannot  be  maintained  against  any  number  less 
than  the  whole,  for,  as  the  obligation  is  joint,  an  answer  setting  up  the  non- 
joinder of  any  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  will  abate  the  action ;  and 
it  cannot  be  maintained  against  all,  for  a  judgment  having  preriously  been 
recovered  against  one,  he  cannot,  as  long  as  it  stands,  be  again  charged  in 
Judgment  for  the  same  debt 
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If  the  action  is  brought  against  any  number  short  of  the  whole  and  no  objacttn 
is  taken  by  plea  in  abatement,  the  plaintiff  will  be  deemed  to  have  treated  it 
and  the  court  will  give  judgment  upon  it  aa  the  obligation  only  of  the  party 
or  parties  sued. 

If  the  contract  or  obligation  be  several  as  well  as  Joint,  the  phuntiff  has  his 
election  to  sue  all  the  parties  jointly  or  each  of  them  separately.  He  may  in 
sdch  a  case  bring  distinct  actions  against  each  of  them,  and  a  judgment  without 
satisfaction  against  one  will  be  no  bar  to  an  action  against  another,  but, 
although  he  may  maintain  distinct  actions  against  each,  he  cannot  unite  two 
in  one  action  or  any  number  short  of  the  whole.  He  must  either  sue  them 
altogether  or  each  of  them  separately. 

The  case  of  l>rake  agt  Mikhell  (3  East^  261)  ezammed,  and  shown  too  enoneow 
and  irreconcilable  with  cases  subsequently  acyudged  in  this  state  and  in  Wngiar^^f. 

The  plaintiff  loaned  the  defendants  a  sum  of  money.  After  the  loan,  he  took  from 
B.,  one  of  the  defendants,  his  promissory  notes,  payable  at  different  periods,  as 
security  for  the  loan.  The  notes,  not  having  been  paid,  he  sued  B.  upon  the 
notes  and  recovered  judgment  for  the  amount  of  them.  The  judgment  remain- 
ing unpaid,  he  sued  the  defendants  upon  the  joint  indebtednesB.  MbH  xipigt 
demurrer,  that  he  oould  not  maintain  the  action. 

New -York  Special  Terra^  June^  1859. 

This  was  a  demurrer  to  complaint. 

Daly,  First  Judge.  The  plaintifiTs  case,  as  set  out  in  bis 
complaint,  may  be  briefly  stated.  He  loaned  to  the  defend- 
ants, Paine  and  Barrett,  $5,000,  and  after  the  loan  took  firom 
the  defendant,  Barrett,  his  five  promissory  notes  for  $4,050, 
payable  at  different  periods,  as  security  for  the  loan.  Barrett 
having  &iled  to  pay  the  notes,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action 
upon  them  and  recovered  judgment  against  Barrett.  He  now 
sues  Paine  and  Barrett  as  jointly  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum 
of  $4,050,  the  amount  of  the  notes,  and  demands  judgment 
against  them  for  that  amount,  with  interest  The  defendants 
demur,  and  I  think  the  demurrer  is  well  taken. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against 
one  of  several  joint  debtors,  though  nothing  is  obtained  upon 
it,  is  a  bar  to  any  future  action  thereafter,  either  against  all 
the  debtors  or  against  any  of  them.  {Rchcriswi  agt.  Smithy  18 
Johns,  459 ;  King  agt.  Hoare,  12  M.  &  WelA.  494.)  It  cannot 
be  maintained  against  any  number  less  than  the  whole,  for,  as 
the  obligation  is  joint,  an  answer  setting  up  the  non-joinder 
of  any  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  will  abate  the  action. 
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{Adeue  agt  HoBinffstoorih^  Cbke,  EUz,  494,  866 ;  Oabul  agt 
Ymghan^  1  Wm.  Sound.  291.)  And  it  cannot  be  maintained 
against  all,  for  a  judgment  having  been  preyiooaly  recovered 
against  one,  he  cannot,  as  long  as  it  stands,  be  again  charged 
in  judgment  for  the  same  debt  {Higgin^  case^  6  Coke  R.  641 ; 
LMy  agt  Hodges^  8  ifxL  641.)  If  the  action  is  brought  against 
any  number  less  than  the  whole,  and  no  objection  is  taken  by 
plea  in  abatement,  the  plaintiff  will  be  deemed  to  have  treated 
it,  and  the  court  will  give  judgment  upon  it  as  the  obligation 
only  of  the  party  or  parties  sued.  (Oermon  agt  Frederick,  and 
Dixon  agl  Boumian,  cited  in  note  4  to  Oabul  agt  Vatighan,  1 
Wm.  Saund.  819 ;  Bees  agt  AbboU,  882 ;  Libby  agt  Hodges,  1 
Str.  688;  8  Jfod  166.) 

But  if  the  contract  or  obligation  be  several,  as  well  as  joints 
as  in  a  bond  where  the  obligors  bind  themselves  jointly  and 
severally,  the  plaintiff  has  his  election  to  sue  all  the  parties 
jointly  or  each  of  them  separately.  He  may  in  such  a  case 
bring  distinct  actions  against  each  of  them,  and  a  judgment 
without  satis&ction  against  one  will  be  no  bar  to  an  action 
against  another ;  but  though  he  may  maintain  distinct  actions 
against  each,  he  cannot  unite  two  in  one  action,  or  any  num* 
ber  short  of  the  whole.  He  must  either  sue  them  all  together 
or  each  of  them  separately.  {SireatfiM  agt  HaUidag,  8  T.  B. 
782 ;  Tear  Book,  vol  X,  27 ;  H.  vOi,  %pL2%\  Note  to  Oabul 
agt  Vaughan,  supra.) 

This  case  is  not  strictly  analogous  to  that  of  a  joint  and 
several  obligation  in  which  all  the  parties  to  the  contract  bind 
ihemselvea  both  severally  and  jointly ;  but  a  case  in  which  one 
of  two  joint  debtors  gives,  in  addition,  his  individual  obliga- 
tion for  the  debt,  and  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  right,  after 
recovering  a  judgment  upon  the  individual  obligation,  to  main- 
tain  an  action  against  both  debtors  for  the  debt,  due  from  them 
jointly,  I  am  referred  to  Drake  agt.  MiicheU  (3  Mist,  251).  The 
case  is  certainly  in  point  One  of  three  parties  who  were  jointly 
bound  upon  a  covenant  gave  his  promissory  note  to  the  plaintiff 
in  payment  of  his  liability  upon  the  covenant,  and  the  note  not 
being  paid  at  maturity,  the  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against 
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Inm.  The  plaintiff  then  fined  all  the  parties  to  the  ooTeBUf^ 
and  they  pleaded  the  judgment  against  one  of  them  in  bar,  but 
the  plea  was  held  bad.  Lord  Ellenbobouoh  declared  that 
he  understood  the  principle  transit  in  rem  juditxUum  to  apply 
only  to  the  cause  of  action  on  which  the  judgment  was  ren* 
dered ;  thus  distinguishing  the  note  as  constituting  a  distinct 
and  different  cause  of  action  from  that  on  the  covenanty  and 
Grose,  J.,  said  that,  not  having  been  received  in  satis&ction, 
it  could  operate  only  as  collateral  security ;  that  though  judg- 
toent  was  recovered  upon  it,  it  had  not  produced  satisfaction 
in  tsuQtf  and  that  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  might  still  resort  to 
his  original  remedy  upon  the  covenant  I  do  not  consider  the 
reasoning  of  the  court  in  this  case  satis&ctory,  or  think  that 
it  is  reconcilable  with  the  principle  recognized  and  acted  upon 
afterward  in  the  cases  of  EcberiBon  agt  Smiih,  and  King  agt 
I/oare,  before  referred  to.  It  is  true  that  in  those  cases  tiae 
judgment  was  recoyered  against  one  joint  debtor,  in  an  action 
npon  the  original  contract;  but,  as  will  appear  from  the 
authorities  already  cited,  the  effect  of  bringing  the  action 
ag:iinst  him  solely,  and  of  the  absence  of  any  plea  of  non  join* 
der,  is  treating  it  as  his  contract  alone,  and  as  such  judgment 
is  given  upon  it  The  principle  npon  which  the  cases  of 
Bobertson  agt  Smith  and  Kipg  agt  Hoare  rest  is,  that  after 
judgment  against  one,  another  action  cannot  be  brought  upon 
the  joint  contract,  as  the  effect  of  it  would  be  to  render  two 
judgments  against  the  same  party  for  the  same  debt»  and  such 
was  the  result  in  Drake  agt.  Miichdl^  by  giving  judgment  against 
all  the  parties  to  the  covenant  after  judgment  waa  rendered 
against  one  of  them  upon  a  note  given  for  the  debt  due 
by  the  covenant.  Such  is  the  case  here.  The  notes  given  by 
Barrett  were  for  the  debt  for  which  he  is  now  jointly  sued  with 
Paine,  and  if  judgment  is  given  for  the  defendants  here  there 
will  be  two  judgments  against  him  for  the  same  debt  It 
cannot  be,  as  Lord  Ellenborouoh  and  the  other  judgeSi  in 
Drake  agt.  Mitchell,  supposed,  that  actual  satisfection  is  the  test^ 
and  that,  because  the  plaintiff  has  taken  an  individual  obligar 
tion  from  one  of  the  joint  debtors  he  can  have  two  judgments 
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against  him  for  the  same  debt^  one  upon  the  joint  and  one 
upon  the  indiyidual  obligation.  If  satis&ction  was  the  test 
and  conld  alone  constitute  a  bar,  it  would  be  a  complete  an- 
swer to  the  objections  of  the  previous  recovery  of  a  judgment 
against  one  in  an  action  against  joint  debtors  that  it  had  not^ 
in  the  language  of  the  court,  in  Drake  agt.  MitcheU^  produced 
the  irurt  of  a  judgment — actual  satis&ction.  But  it  was 
deemed  no  answer  in  Rebertson  agt.  Smithy  which  settled  the 
law  in  this  state,  and  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  alone  was 
held  to  be  a  bar,  because  it  changed  an  indebtedness  upon 
contract  to  a  debt  of  record,  and  for  the  reason  more  fully 
given  by  Mr.  Justice  Park,  in  King  agt  Hoarcj  that  one  oi 
two  joint  contractors  cannot  be  twice  troubled  for  the  same 
cause ;  that  there  could  not  be  two  separate  judgments  for  the 
same  debt,  and  that  when  judgment  has  been  obtained  for  a 
debt,  the  right  given  by  the  record  merges  the  inferior  remedy 
by  action  for  the  same  debt  Nor  do  I  think  that  the  dis- 
tinction taken  by  Lord  Ellbkborough,  that  the  covenant 
and  the  note  constituted  distinct  causes  of  action,  was  a  sub* 
stantial  one.  The  judgment  upon  the  note  was  for  the  same 
debt,  an<l  to  render  another  judgment  against  the  same  party 
upon  the  covenant  was  contravening  the  principle  referred  ta 
The  fact  is  that  the  law  upon  this  subject  was  not  well  under- 
stood, and  had  not  been  very  distinctly  defined,  when  Drake 
agt  MluJidl  was  decided.  When  the  point  came  up  for  con- 
sideration in  this  state  in  Bobertaon  agt  SmUh^  that  a  judg- 
ment against  one  joint  debtor  was  an  extinguishment  of  the 
right  of  action  against  the  rest,  there  was  a  determination  of 
the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  directly  the  other  way. 
(Shediy  agt  JlandeviUe,  6  Oranch^  268.)  And  yet  that  deoLion, 
supported  as  it  was  by  the  weighty  authority  of  Chief  Justice 
Marshaix,  was,  af\er  full  examination,  deliberately  disre- 
garded ;  and  when  King  agt.  Iloare  was  decided  in  England, 
so  late  as  1844,  the  dicta  of  numerous  judges  were  cited  against 
the  proposition  contended  for,  and  the  point  was  found  to  be 
so  unst  tUed  and  doubtful  upon  the  authorities  as  to  draw  from 
Baron  Par££,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  the 
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obBervatiou  that  it  was  remarkable  that  the  question  had  never 
been  actually  decided  in  En^nd.  If  the  lav,  then,  was  ao 
obscure  or  unsettled  upon  this  point,  it  may  serve  to  explain 
why  the  judges  in  Drake  agt  MUchdl  thought  in  the  case  be- 
fore them  that  nothing  short  of  actual  satis&ction  would  be  a 
bar. 

Separate  judgment  might  be  had  against  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  a  promissory  note,  and  against  each  of  the  parties  to 
an  instrument  where  they  had  bound  themselves  severally  as 
well  as  jointly ;  but  though  each  judgment  is  for  the  same  debt 
it  is  against  a  separate  person,  and  does  not  present  what  Chief 
Justice  Spencer,  in  Bobertaon  agt  Smithy  declared  would  be 
an  anomaly  in  the  law,  and  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of  a 
correct  and  r^ular  judicial  proceeding,  two  judgments  ren- 
dered against  the  same  party  for  the  same  debt 

I  have  gone  into  this  examination  of  the  authorities,  though 
there  has  been  a  recent  decision  in  this  state  which  is  exactly 
in  point — {Peters  agt  Sandjbrdj  1  DentOy  224) — ^because  the  case 
of  Drake  agt.  Mitchell  is  relied  upon  here,  and  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  considered,  or  to  have  been  referred  to,  in  the 
decision  of  that  case.  One  of  two  partners  purchased  a  quan- 
tity of  wool  from  the  plaintiff  for  which  he  gave  his  promis* 
sory  note.  The  plaintiff  endorsed  the  note  and  passed  it  away, 
and  not  being  paid  at  maturity,  he  and  the  maker  were  sued 
upon  it,  and  judgment  having  been  recovered,  the  plaintiff 
paid  the  judgment  He  then  sued  both  partners  for  the  price 
of  the  wool,  as  purchased  upon  their  joint  account  But  the 
court  held,  assuming  that  the  defendants  were  partners,  and 
were  jointly  liable  in  the  purchase  of  the  wool,  that  the  judg- 
ment upon  the  promissory  note  given  by  one  of  them  worked 
an  extinguishment  or  merger  of  their  liability  upon  the  joint 
contract;  that  to  extinguish  the  joint  contract  it  was  not 
necessary  that  satisfection  should  follow  the  judgment  for  the 
judgment  performed  that  office.  This  decision  is  in  direct 
conflict  with  Drake  agt  AfttchelL  It  was  a  legitimate  and  logic* 
al  deduction  from  the  principle  established  by  Bobertson  agt 
Smith,  and  is  decisive  of  the  point  in  question.    I  might  Lave 
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given  judgment  for  the  defendant  upon  the  authority  of  this 
case  alone,  but  as  it  is  in  conflict  with  Drake  agt.  MUckett^ 
and  as  the  law  was  assumed  by  the  court  without  adverting 
to  the  opposite  ruling  in  that  case,  I  felt  called  upon  to  give 
the  question  a  more  full  and  extended  examination.  Judg* 
ment  is  rendered  for  the  defendant  upon  the  demurrer. 


SUPEEME  COUBT. 


Prudsnos  E.  Power  agt  Balph  Lestsr  and  Melvin 

Power. 

The  Same  agt  The  Same  and  othera 

Under  the  Btatutee  of  1848  and  1849,  the  moffriage  of  a  mortgagee,  a  single 
female,  with  the  mortgagor,  does  not  cancel  the  debt,  as  at  oommon  law — the 
moitgage  maj  be  foreclosed  and  the  mortgage  debt  oolieoted  by  the  mort- 
gagee, unaffected  by  the  marriage. 

Nor  does  the  execution,  after  marriage,  by  the  husband  and  wife^  of  a  mortgage 
on  the  same  premises  to  a  third  person,  dischaige  the  lien  of  the  wife's  mort- 
gage against  her  husband. 

Monroe  Special  Term^  September^  1858. 
Hearing  on  pleadings  and  evidence. 
The  actions  were  brought  to  foreclose  two  several  mort- 

Geo.  F.  J)A:NTOBTRy  for  plaintiff. 
S.  Mathews,  for  defendant  Lester, 

Welles,  Justice.  On  the  1st  day  of  April,  1851,  the  de- 
fendant. Power,  executed  to  the  plaintiiF,  under  the  name  of 
Prudence  E.  Bapalje,  she  being  at  the  time  an  unmarried 
woman,  his  bond  of  that  date  in  the  penalty  of  $2,000,  con- 
ditioned to  pay  her  $951.92  on  the  1st  day  of  April,  1865, 
with  interest ;  and  on  the  same  day,  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  money  mentioned  in  the  condition  of  the  bond,  the  de- 
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fendant,  Power,  executed  to  the  said  plaintiff  a  mortgage  on 
certain  real  estate  described  in  the  mortgage,  situated  in  the 
county  of  Ontario,  which  mortgage  was  duly  acknowledged 
and  recorded.  On  the  26th  May,  1852,  the  plaintiff  inter* 
married  with  the  defendant  Power. 

On  the  26th  day  of  May,  1856,  the  defendant  Power  exe- 
cuted to  the  defendant  Lester  his  bond  of  that  date,  oondi* 
tioned  for  the  payment  of  $60,000  on  the  28th  day  of  the 
same  month  of  May.  On  the  day  of  the  date  of  this  bond,  the 
defendant  Power,  with  the  plainti£^  his  wife,  executed  to  the 
defendant  Lester  a  mortgage  upon  the  premises  described  in 
the  first  mentioned  mortgage,  and  upon  other  lands,  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  $60,000  mentioned  in  the  last  meutiooed 
bond.  This  mortgage  was  also  duly  acknowledged  and  re- 
corded. The  parties  are  described  in  this  mortgage  as  Melvin 
Power  and  Prudence  E.,  his  wife,  of  Farmington,  Ac.,  of  the 
first  part,  and  Ralph  Lester,  of  the  city  of  Bochester,  &a,  of 
the  second  part.  By  it,  the  party  of  the  first  sold  *'  and  by 
these  presents  do  grant  and  convey  to  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all,"  &c.  This  mortgage,  of 
the  defendant  Power  and  wife  to  Letter,  has  been  foreclosed 
by  action  and  the  premises  sold  under  the  judgment  to  the 
defendant  Lester.  The  action  first  above  entitled  is  brought 
to  foreclose  the  mortgage  given  by  the  defendant  Power  to  the 
plaintiff  before  their  marriage. 

The  action  secondly  entitled  is  brought  upon  a  bond  and 
mortgage  given  by  the  defendant  Power,  to  the  plaintiff  and 
all  the  defendants  in  that  action  except  the  defendants  Power 
and  Lester,  executed  on  the  said  first  day  of  April,  1851,  to 
secure  the  payment  of  $4,759.55,  upon  certain  premises  in 
Ontario  county,  and  which  are  covered  by  the  mortgage  firom 
the  defendant  Power  and  wife  to  Lester,  above  mentioned 
The  said  $4,759^5  was  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  mortgage 
on  the  death  of  one  Eliza  Rapalje,  widow  of  Abraham  B. 
Bapalje,  and  the  interest  payable  to  her  semi-annually  during 
her  life.  It  was  admitted  that  she  died  March  28th,  1855. 
The  judgment  of  forecl^jsure  of  Lester's  mortgage  contained  a 
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prcmsioii  TeaerviDg  the  plaintiff's  rights  under  her  mortgages, 
and  that  she  was  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  such  judgment  in 
respect  to  those  mortgages. 

Evidence  was  given  touching  the  circumstances  attending 
the  execution  bj  the  plaintiff  of  the  mortgage  to  Lester,  from 
which  the  counsel  of  Lester  claimed  she  intended  to  release 
the  mortgaged  premises  firom  her  mortgages.  The  obligees 
and  mortgagees  in  the  bond  and  mortgage  to  foreclose  which 
the  second  action  is  brought,  except  the  plaintiff  refused  to 
join  with  her  as  plaintiffs  in  bringing  the  action,  and  are, 
therefore,  made  defendants*  It  was  admitted  on  the  hearing 
that  the  defendant  Lester  had  acquired  their  interest  in  the 
bond  and  mortgage  which  are  the  foundation  of  the  second 
action.  None  of  the  defendants  in  either  action  except  Lester 
appear  or  defend. 

From  the  foregoing  facts  I  have  come  to  the  following  con* 
elusions :  1.  The  marriage  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  defendant 
Melvin  Power  did  not  cancel  the  bonds  or  the  mortgages  of 
the  latter  to  the  former,  or  either  of  them.  They  were  exe- 
cuted after  the  act  of  April  7th,  1848  {Seas.  L.  of  18i8,  p.  807), 
took  effect,  which  declares  that  the  real  and  personal  property 
of  any  female  who  might  thereafter  marry  and  which  she 
should  own  at  the  time  of  marriage,  and  the  rents^  issues  and 
profits  thereof,  should  not  hk  subject  to  the  disposal  of  ber 
husband,  nor  be  liable  for  his  debts,  and  should  continue  her 
sole  and  separate  property  as  if  she  were  a  single  female.  By 
the  common  law,  the  effect  of  such  marriage  would  hare  been 
to  cancel  the  husband's  liability,  for  the  obvious  reason  that 
all  the  wife's  personal  estate  became  vested  in  the  husband 
upon  the  marriage,  and  with  it  the  debts  owing  by  him  to  her. 
The  statute  referred  to,  however,  has  changed  the  law,  and 
declares  that  her  property  shall  not  be  subject  to  his  disposal, 
nor  be  liable  for  his  debts,  biU  shall  continue  her  sole  and  sep- 
arale  properly  as  if  she  were  a  single  female.  The  case  is  within 
the  letter  of  the  act,  and,  as  I  think,  within  its  spirit  and  in- 
tention. Her  property  Js  to  continue  hers  the  same  as  if  she 
were  a  single  female.    This  could  not  be,  if  the  marriage  can* 
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oels  tbe  debt  The  act  makes  no  exception  of  a  case  whero 
ihe^me  sole  marries  her  debtor,  and  therefore  virtuallj  repeals 
the  common  law  rule.  It  has  the  effect  in  all  cases  of  an  ante- 
nuptial agreement,  not  only  to  allow  her  to  continue  the  sole 
and  separate  owner  of- any  property  real  and  personal  which 
she  has  at  the  marriage,  but  to  preserve  and  keep  alive  and  in 
force  any  existing  indebtedness  from  him  to  her ;  which  is  as 
much  a  part  of  her  personal  estate  at  the  time  of  the  marriage 
as  if  the  indebtedness  was  against  any  other  person*  The 
statute  is  a  remedial  one  in  £Ekvor  of  married  women  and  shoold 
receive  a  liberal  construction.  K  the  foregoing  view  is  oorrect^ 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  enforcing  the  plaintiff's  right&  A 
court  of  equity  has  ample  power  for  that  purpose.  2.  The 
execution,  by  the  plaintiff  with  her  husband,  of  the  mortgage 
to  the  defendant  Lester  did  not  discharge  the  lien  of  her  mort- 
gages against  the  defendant  her  husband.  She  had  no  estate 
in  tbe  lands  in  question  at  the  date  of  the  former  mortgage; 
Her  interest  in  those  lands  was  merely  an  inchoate  right  ct 
dower  which  she  was  able  to  convey  and  which  she  thereby 
released.  The  mortgage  to  Lester  contains  no  words  mani- 
festing an  intention  to  release  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff's  mort^ 
gages.  No  reference  whatever  is  m&de  to  them.  Besidesi 
there  is  doubt  whether  a  married  woman  is  capable  of  making 
a  valid  release  of  land  from  the*operation  of  a  mortgage  she 
holds  upon  it.  The  third  section  of  the  act,  as  amended  in 
1849,  gives  her  the  right  to  convey  and  devise  her  property, 
but  does  not  in  terms  authorize  her  to  release  a  lien.  It  may 
be  that  the  power  is  implied  in  the  first  section,  which  provides 
that  the  property  she  owned  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  shall 
continue  her  sole  and  separate  property,  the  same  as  if  she  were 
a  simjle  female.  However  that  may  be,  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  the  mortgage  to  Lester  does  not  profess  to  be  a  release,  or 
anything  equivalent  to  a  release  of  tbe  plaintiff's  mortgage 
liens.  It  is  strictly  a  grant,  subject  to  a  defeasanca  A  grant 
or  conveyance  passes  the  thing  granted  or  conveyed  to  tbe 
grantee.  A  release  is  a  remissiea»of^spme_right^o£claim  by 
•yyhich  thg  releasor  igmits  the_same»_and  -estops- himself  JSrom 
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apdn  settinp;  ^if  hiff  dftim,  ^'"^  "^^'ili,  always  contain  a  pkin 
and  distinct  remiflsion  of  the  claim  to  which  it  relates.  {Bur* 
nlVs  Law  Diet.  p.  SSu,  ''ICeUase:')  it  is  on  this  theory  that 
a  mortgagee  may  release  the  land  mortgaged  to  a  person  in 
possession  of  the  equity  of  redemption  from  the  lien  of  the 
mortgage.  The  plaintiff's  interest  as  mortgagee  was  not  an 
interest  in  the  land  which  could  be  sold  or  conyeyed  or  passed 
out  of  her,  to  yest  in  another  by  way  of  grant  or  conyeyance, 
distinct  from  the  mortgage  debts.  If  her  uniting  with  her 
husband  in  the  mortgage  to  Lester  had  any  effect  upon  the 
mortgages  by  the  defendant  Power,  to  her  and  to  her  and 
others,  it  was  to  transfer  the  latter  mortgages  or  her  inter- 
ests therein  to  Lester.  But  this  could  not  be  done  unless 
the  mortgage  debts  were  also  assigned,  as  the  debts  were  the 
principals  and  the  mortgages  the  incidents.  If  the  mort- 
gages could  be  assigned  without  the  bonds,  it  would  work  the 
destruction  of  the  mortgages,  and  thus  defeat  the  object  of 
the  assignment  and  render  yoid  the  attempt  to  assign  them. 
The  incident  cannot  be  separated  from  the  principal,  as  the 
latter  always  draws  with  it  the  former.  Accessorium  ivm  dwdt^ 
sed  sequUur  principals.  {Aymar  agt  BiU  and  others^  6  John.  Ch, 
R.  570.) 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  judgment  of  foreclosure  in  b6th  actions. 

An  order  may  be  entered  in  the  first  entitled  action,  refer- 
ring it  to  Theodore  B.  Hamilton,  of  the  city  of  Rochester,  to 
compute  the  amount  due  on  the  bond  and  mortgage  described 
in  the  complaint  in  that  action.  And  in  the  second  action  let 
an  order  be  entered  referring  it  to  the  same  referee  to  compute 
the  amount  due  to  the  plaintiff,  as  one  of  the  obligees  and 
mortgagees  in  the  bond  and  mortgage  described  in  the  com- 
plaint in  that  action. 

Vol.  XVIL  27 
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NEW-YOEK  COMMON  PLEAa 
JoBB  Ds  SiLYA  Maria  Fibrsira  agt.  William  Depkw. 


A  power  of  attornQj  giTon  by  one  putner  reeUUng  abRMid  to  anotber  i 
here^  authorizing  the  latter  "  to  tranaact  aU  the  former's  bunneoa  in  the  dXj  cf 
Kew-York,  of  whateoever  name,  nature  or  deecription  the  same  might  be^ 
whether  rating  to  him  as  a  member  of  the  firm  or  in  his  indiTidoal  capadtj," 
does  not  confer  an  authority  to  assign  all  his  indiyidnal  property  to  a  trastee 
for  the  pajment  of  liis  debts. 

Whether  It  gives  authority  to  sign  the  absent  partner's  name  to  a  general  asripi- 
meat  of  the  partnership  effects  for  the  benefit  of  oreditoirs,  jiMBre. 

A  power  of  attorney  always  reoeives  a  strict  interpretation. 

A  power  of  attorney  given  by  a  man  to  his  wife,  simply  saying  tiiat  he  apponiti 
her  his  attorney,  without  stating  for  what  specific  purpose  or  okjeot^  bat  ad£n£ 
with  (hll  power  and  authority  to  do  whatever  he  might  do  in  the  premisea^ 
ratifying  and  confirming  all  that  she  nught  lawfully  do  by  virtue  of  the  poww, 
is  authority  suflident  to  authorize  her  to  release  an  aotioQ  brought  by  hsr 
husband,  the  plaintifl;  against  the  defendant 

New 'York  Special  Term^  June^  1869. 

Dalt,  J.  The  defendant  applies  for  an  order  disoontintnng 
this  suit,  and  produces  a  release  of  all  claim  and  demand 
against  the  defendant  in  this  action,  executed  bj  the  wife  of 
the  plaintiff)  bj  virtue  of  a  power  of  attorney  fiom  her  hus- 
band, who  is  now  in  Portugal.  The  application  is  resisted  by 
Louis  De  La  Figaniere,  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was 
formerly  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Figaniere,  Seis  &  Co. ;  that 
while  he  was  a  member  of  that  firm  he  gave  0.  H.  S.  Figaniere, 
one  of  the  firm,  a  power  of  attorney  to  transact  all  his  business 
in  the  city  of  New-York,  of  whatsoever  name,  nature  or 
description  the  same  might  be,  whether  relating  to  him  as  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Figaniere,  Beis  k  Co.,  or  in  his  indi- 
vidual  capacity,  and  that  the  firm  of  Figaniere,  Beis  &  Ca 
failed,  and  made  a  general  assignment  of  the  property  of  the 
firm  and  of  the  individual  property  of  each  member,  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  to  Louis  Figaniere.  The  astdgnment  was 
executed  by  each  of  the  partners,  three  of  them  executing  it  in 
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person,  and  C.  H.  S.  De  La  Figaniere,  in  yirtue  of  the  above 
power,  executing  it  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  in 
Portugal.  After  the  assignment,  Louis  Be  La  Figaniere  gave 
notice  of  the  assignment  of  the  claim  in  this  action  to  him, 
which  notice  was  given  before  the  execution  of  the  release, 
and  he  claims  that  the  suit  is  now  prosecuted  for  him,  as 
assignee,  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  The  soil  is  for  a  claim 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff  individually. 

If  the  power  given  to  C.  H.  S.  De  La  Figaniere  was  suffi- 
cient to  entitle  him  to  bind  the  plaintiff  by  a  general  assign- 
ment of  the  property  of  the  firm  for  the  benefit  of  the  cred- 
itors, which  I  am  inclined  to  doubt,  it  cannot  in  my  judgment 
be  extended  so  &r  as  to  entitle  him  to  assign  all  the  individual 
property  of  the  plaintiff  to  a  trustee  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts — a  power  of  attorney  always  receives  a  strict  interpreta- 
tion, and  it  would  be  giving  to  the  authority  conferred  upon 
C.  H.  S.  I)e  La  Figaniere  to  transact  all  the  plaintiff's  business  in 
the  city  of  New- York,  of  whatsoever  name,  nature  or  descrip- 
tion, a  very  extensive  signification,  to  hold  that  it  conferred 
upon  the  attorney  the  right  to  transfer  all  the  plaintiff's  property 
to  the  trustee  for  the  payment  of  his  debts ;  and  the  words  do 
not  in  my  opinion  create  a  power  so  extensive.  {Atu?ood  agt 
Manning,  1  R  Je  C.  278 ;  Hcgg  agt  Smithy  1  TauiU.  847 ; 
Poky  on  Agmcy,  192.) 

The  power  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  his  wife  is  very  loosely 
expressed.  It  simply  appoints  her  his  attorney,  with  the  gen- 
eral clause  giving  her  full  powef  and  authority  to  do  what- 
ever he  might  do  "  in  the  premises,''  ratifying  and  confirming 
all  that  she  can  lawfully  do  by  virtue  of  the  power.  I  think, 
however,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  authorize  her  to  release  this 
action.  It  is  as  general  as  it  can  possibly  be,  and  unless  it  is 
to  have  no  effect  at  all,  and  confers  no  power  of  any  kind, 
which  I  am  not  prepared  to  hold,  it  would  authorize  such  an 
act  as  she  has  done. 

The  motion  must  be  granted. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
BsKJAHm  ScHUDDSB  agt  George  H.  SmEixa 

A.  oommlflsion  merchant^  who  reoeiTes  butter  to  sell  on  oommWoo,  acta  in  a  fido- 
(aarj  capacity,  and  is  liable  to  aireat  on  fidlore  to  pay  over  the  net  prooeedi 
after  sale. 

Siocth  District,  Otsego  General  Term,  July,  1869. 

Present,  Mason,  Balcom  and  Campbell,  JvsUoee. 

Appeal  fix)m  an  order  of  the  Delaware  special  term. 

The  county  judge  of  Delaware  county  granted  an  order  of 
arrest  in  this  action,  upon  whicli  the  sheriff  of  New-Y(»k 
arrested  the  defendant  and  held  him  to  bail  in  the  sum  of 
$8,600.  The  defendant  made  a  motion  to  vacate  the  order 
upon  which  he  was  arrested,  at  a  special  term  of  this  court 
held  by  Justice  Balcom  in  Delaware  county  in  Janoaiy, 
1859,  which  motion  was  denied  with  $10  costs. 

The  complaint  and  affidavits  showed  that  the  plaintiff  sent 
firom  Delaware  county,  to  the  defendant  in  New-York  dty,  a 
quantity  of  butter  to  sell  on  commission ;  that  the  defendant 
sold  the  butter  for  the  plaintiff  and  received  therefor  $2,228.61, 
over  and  above  his  commissions,  which  he  neglected  to  remit 
to  the  plaintiff)  and  soon  thereafter  made  an  assignment  of  his 
property  to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors ;  that  the 
plaintiff  afterwards  demanded  the  money  of  the  defendant 
which  he  received  for  the  butter,  and  he  refused  to  pay  it  over 
to  the  j)laintiff,  having  mixed  and  used  the  money  with  other 
moneys  received  by  him  in  his  business  as  a  conmiission  mer- 
chant, and  having  passed  over  to  his  assignee  what  money  he 
had  when  he  made  his  assignment,  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors. 

The  defendant  appealed  fix)m  the  order  of  the  special  term 
to  the  general  term  of  this  court,  where  it  was  contended 
that  the  action  was  not  one  for  money  received  by  the  defend- 
ant tn  a  fiduciary  capacity. 
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The  question  preaented  by  the  appeal  was  argued  by  A.  0. 
CiowLXS  &  Wh.  Gleason,  Jr.,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Wx. 
D.  Booth  and  Thos.  C.  J.  Buckley,  for  the  defendant 

The  order  of  the  special  term  was  affirmed  with  $10  costs : 
all  the  judges  agreeing  that  the  action  was  for  money  receiyed 
by  the  defendant  in  ajidiiciary  capacity^  and  that  he  was  liable 
to  arrest  under  section  179  of  the  Code. 

Mr.  Justice  Campbell  delivered  the  following  opinion  in 
the  case: 

Campbell,  Justice.  In  the  case  of  Ooodrieh  agt  Dunbar 
(17  Barbour  J  646),  Mr.  Justice  Mitchell,  in  giving  the  opinion 
of  the  court  in  the  first  district,  in  that  case,  says : 

"  The  term,  in  '  a  fiduciary  capacity,'  tends  to  show  what  is 
meant  by  &ctor,  agent,  broker,  viz. :  one  in  whom  a  trust  is 
reposed,  such  as  is  usually  reposed  in  those  persons  in  their 
ordinary  or  regular  business ;  that  is,  a  trust  that  they  will 
sell  and  immediately  account  for  the  balance  after  deducting 
their  commissions — not  that  they  shall  take  a  general  charge 
of  their  principal's  business."  That  is,  where  a  trust  is  reposed 
and  not  a  credit  given — where  confidence  is  reposed  in  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  man  rather  than  in  his  pecuniary  ability. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  an  entirely  clear  case  in  £6tvor  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  was  to  sell  the  butter  and  remit 
the  proceeda  The  only  effect  of  the  arrangement  as  to  the 
commissions  was,  that  the  defendant  transacted  the  business 
for  three,  and  a  half  per  cent,  commissions  instead  of  the  usual 
commissions  of  five  per  cent. 

The  order  of  special  term  affirmed  with  $10  costs. 
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Monell  ^  Deaniaoo. 


SUPREME  COUBT 

John  J.  Monell,  administrator,  &o.,  agt.  Ashbsl  Psir- 
NISON  and  others. 

Where  the  jvrwdicHon  of  a  Bubordinato  tribunal  (amrogato)  having.oognizanoe  of 
the  general  subject,  has  attached,  by  the  presentation  of  a  yerifled  primajam 
csfie  and  by  tbe  appearance  of  the  parties,  its  decision,  even  on  a  qoasi  juris- 
dictional ftot,  such  as  that  of  inAoditoncy,  must  be  oonoiuBiTe^  unleas  reversed 
on  appeal. 

The  question  of  residence  is  often  difficult  to  decide  where  tlie  &cts  are  dear,  and 
much  more  so,  where  the  &cts  are  obscured  by  lapso  of  thne  and  loss  of  docu- 
ments and  witnessesL 

An  Interesting  case,  arising  on  proceedings  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  which  bad 
apparently  been  diitcharged  of  record  over  seventeen  years,  on  the  ground  that 
the  bond  and  mortgage  were  claimed  under  a  will  to  bo  owned,  and  the 
moneys  received  by  an  exeeiUor  wlio  had  forged  the  will  and  made  himself 
sole  executor  and  trustee,  and  procured  the  proof  thereof  before  a  siarre- 
gate  who  had  no  jurisdicUon  in  consequence  of  tbe  noo-resideooe  of  tfao 


New '  York  Special  Term,  February,  1859. 
Application  to  set  aside  proceedings  of  foredosure^  and 
for  a  dismissal  of  tbe  complaint 

R.  A.  Brown,  for  motion. 
K  L.  Fancheb,  opposed, 

Roosevelt,  Justice.  This  is  a  proceeding — unprecedented, 
it  is  believed,  in  our  judicial  records — ^to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
not  in  the  plaintiff's  possession,  and  once  already  paid  and 
satisfied  and  delivered  up  and  cancelled,  and  so  entered  more 
than  seventeen  years  ago  in  the  books  of  the  register's  office. 

Ashbel  Dennison,  it  appears,  who  is  one  of  the  detendants  in 
this  suit,  on  the  29th  December,  1886,  executed  to  the  late 
Theodore  B.  Tallmadge  a  mortgage  for  $6,000,  on  a  lot  in 
"West  street  near  Murray  street,  in  the  city  of  New- York, 
i   Tallmadge,  who  was  a  young  man,  a  grandson  of  George 
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Clinton,  died  about  four  years  afterwards,  on  the  17tli  of  Jan- 
uary, 1841,  at  Hudson,  in  Columbia  Co,,  leaving  this  mortgage 
among  the  assets  of  his  estate,  and  leaving  a  young  widow- 
under  age  and  two  infant  children.  Immediately  on  his  death, 
a  paper,  dated  April,  1889,  was  produced  by  Mr.  Philip  Bur- 
rowes,  purporting  to  be  the  will  of  the  deceased,  making  him, 
Burrowes,  a  legatee  to  a  large  amount  and  sole  executor  and 
trustee  of  tbe  estate,  and  testamentary  guardian  of  the  children. 
An  application  was  aiso  made  by  Burrowes,  to  the  surrogate, 
not  of  Columbia  county,  but  of  New- York,  for  letters  testament- 
ary, on  the  alleged  ground,  verified  by  his  oath,  that  the  de- 
oeased  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  an  inhabitant  of  New-York, 
that  fiict  being  necessary  by  law  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon 
the  surrogate  of  New- York.  This  application  was  successful ; 
but  how  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  disposed  of  does  not 
clearly  i^pear.  The  only  evidence  of  the  deceased's  alleged 
residence  in  New* York  would  seem  to  have  been  Burrowes' 
own  affidavit  accompanying  his  petition.  The  letters  testa- 
mentary were  issued  on  the  28th  of  May,  1841.  Burrowes 
coUected  the  interest  on  the  bond,  and  on  the  20th  of  Decem- 
ber, in  the  same  year,  the  mortgagor  paid  him  $1,428.43,  on 
account  of  the  principal — all  of  which  was  indorsed  on  the 
bond ;  leaving  a  balance  of  $4,576.57.  Tbe  next  day,  in  con- 
sideration of  that  sum,  he  assigned  the  securities  to  Hiram 
Walworth,  clerk  of  the  court  of  chancery,  who,  on  the  26th- 
September,  1844,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  that  court, 
assigned  them  to  David  F.  Randolph.  Both  these  assignments 
were  accompanied  by  an  actual  delivery  of  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage and  were  also  duly  recorded.  On  the  19th  of  November, 
1844,  Dennison  paid  the  balance,  both  principal  and  interest, 
in  full,  to  Randolph,  and  received  from  him  the  securities  and 
a  regular  satisfaction  piece,  which  was  filed  and  entered  the 
same  day.  From  that  time,  a  period  of  more  than  fourteen 
years,  the  premises  remained,  to  all  appearances,  free  and  clear 
of  all  incumbrances,  so  fiu*  as  respects  the  mortgage  in  ques- 
tion; and  two  bans,  amounting  together  to  $46,000,  have 
been  obtained  on  the  faith  of  the  register's  certificate  to  that 
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effect.  Burrowes  remained  in  this  countiy  till  1854  or  1865, 
a  period  of  more  than  twelve  years,  and  no  steps  were  taken 
to  disturb  his  acts  or  to  call  his  authority  in  question.  It  is  now 
contended  that  the  will  was  a  fraudulent  document ;  and  that^ 
whether  valid  or  not,  the  surrogate  of  New- York  had  no  juris- 
diction ;  that  the  letters  testamentary  issued  by  him  were  a 
nullity  ;  and  that  Burrowes'  assignment  as  a  consequence  and 
the  satisfaction  piece  which  followed  it  were  mere  blank  paper ; 
leaving  the  mortgage,  with  all  the  arrears  of  interest,  amount- 
ing together  to  over  $12,000,  to  stand  in  full  force  as  a  first 
incumbrance  on  the  premises. 

The  law  declares  (2  B.  &  221,  §  69)  that  the  surrogate  of 
each  county  shall  have  "  exclusive  jurisdiction  "  to  take  the 
proof  of  the  wills  of  deceased  persons,  who,  at  or  immediatelj 
previous  to  their  deaths,  were  "  inhabitants  of  the  county  of 
such  surrogate  in  whatever  place  such  death  may  have  hap- 
pened ;"  and  that  the  surrogate  who  takes  the  proof  of  the 
will  "  shall  issue  letters  testamentary  thereon."  That  Mr. 
Tallmadge  died  in  Columbia  county  is,  therefore,  a  point  of 
no  consequence.  The  question  is,  was  he  at  the  time  or  isct' 
mediately  previous,  an  inhabiUint  of  that  county. 

His  original  domicil  was  at  Hempstead,  on  Long  Island.  He 
there  had  a  farm  or  country  seat,  which,  on  going  to  Europe, 
he  let  to  a  tenant,  declaring,  it  is  said,  at  the  same  time  his 
purpose  not  to  return  to  it.  He  remained  in  France  a  year  or 
eighteen  months  with  his  &mily.  When  he  came  back,  the 
fair  inference,  I  think,  from  the  testimony  is,  that  he  oon* 
tinned,  after  leaving  the  ship,  for  a  few  weeks  in  New-Yorl^ 
looking  after  his  real  estate  and  his  other  property ;  of  whichi 
his  sister  says,  Burrowes  had  the  charge  during  his  absence. 
Mr.  Genet,  his  cousin,  testifies  that  he  came  to  his  house  in 
Greenbush,  "  a  week  or  two  "  after  his  arrival  firom  France. 
At  Genet's  he  remained  only  "  a  few  days."  He  then  took 
board  at  a  public-house  in  Schodack,  where  his  youngest  child 
was  bom  and  where  he  "resided,"  as  Gtenet  calls it^  ^'flome 
four  months,"  and  then  removed  to  another  publio-hooae  in 
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Hadson  and  there  <* resided"  again  another  four  months  nntil 
he  died. 

The  question  on  this  evidence  is  not,  was  Tallmadge  actuallj 
an  inhabitant  of  Columbia  county,  but  was  the  surrogate  of 
New- York  necessarily  wrong  in  deciding,  on  the  evidence  be- 
fore him,  that  the  deceased  was  an  inhabitant  of  New-Tork? 
After  the  lapse  of  so  many  years,  and  the  death  of  at  least 
three  most  important  witnesses,  and  the  absence  of  another 
equally  important,  to  sustain  the  jurisdiction,  the  testimony 
now  given,  as  it  seems  to  me,  even  if  admissible,  is  too  slight 
and  equivocal  to  overthrow  the  presumption  which  the  law 
inculcates  in  favor  of  judicial  aot&  When  the  probate  took 
place,  Mrs.  Tallmadge,  the  widow,  since  deceased,  was  living 
and  of  full  age,  and,  as  we  may  infer  from  the  citation,  present 
in  court ;  Mr.  Taylor,  the  brother-in-law,  also  since  deceased, 
was  living  and  participated  in  the  proceeding;  Mr.  Burrowes, 
now  absent  from  the  country,  the  executor,  who  propounded 
the  instrument  and  swore  to  the  residence  in  New- York,  was 
on  the  spot  ready  to  be  cross-examined,  and,  if  possible,  con- 
futed ;  and  the  two  infant  children  were  duly  represented  by 
a  guardian  appointed  by  the  surrogate  to  watch  over  their 
interests.  Mrs.  Tallmadge  too,  although  she  considered  the 
will,  as  well  she  might,  to  be  a  most  unjust  disposition  of  her 
husband's  estate,  took  no  steps  during  the  many  subsequent 
years  of  her  life  to  call  the  probate  in  question,  either  by 
appeal  or  in  any  other  mode ;  and  for  aught  that  appears — 
and  the  inference  after  the  lapse  of  so  mapy  years  is  a  legiti- 
mate one — accepted  from  and  through  Burrowes,  as  the  duly 
appointed  executor,  the  provision  made  for  her  by  the  instru- 
ment which  he  called,  truly  or  not,  her  husband's  will. 

All  these  cireumstances,  and  more  might  be  specified| 
although  in  the  view  now  taken  not  technically  conclusive, 
are  sufficient  to  counterbalance  the  loose  evidence  to  which  I 
have  referred,  given  afker  the  lapse  of  eighteen  years  from  the 
date  of  the  transaction.  It  might  well  have  been  that  the 
deceased,  "  immediately  previous  to  his  death,"  had  a  tem- 
porary lodging  place  in  the  city  of  New- York  as  well  as  in  the 
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oitj  of  Hudson,  unthoat  being  permaoentlj  settled  in  eitheri 
or  anywhere  else — ^an  infeienoe  which  is  strengtheoed  by  the 
&et  that  immediately  after  his  death  his  fiunily  are  found  liy- 
ing  in  New -York. 

As  matter  of  fact^  iherefordi  the  oourt^  I  think,  under  the 
circumstances,  is  justified,  if  necessary,  in  finding  that  the  de- 
ceased, within  the  meaning  of  the  statutCi  was  an  inhabitant  of 
the  city  of  New-York,  sufficiently  so  at  least  to  give  the  sur- 
rogate jurisdiction. 

I  should  say,  however,  that  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  that 
such  a  finding  is  necessary  to  sustain  the  defence.  Where  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  subordinate  tribunal  having  cognizance  of  the 
general  subject  has  attached  by  the  presentation  of  a  verified 
prima  facie  case,  and  by  the  appearance  of  the  parties,  its 
decision,  even  on  a  qtum  jurisdictional  fiict^  such  as  that  of 
inhabit;incy,  must  be  conclusive,  unless  reversed  on  appeaL 
To  allow  it  to  be  called  in  question  collaterally,  and  on  every 
occasion  and  during  all  time,  would  be  destructive  of  all -con- 
fldence.  No  business,  in  particular  depending  on  letters  testa- 
mentary or  of  administration,  could  be  safely  transacted* 
Payments  made  to  an  executor  or  administrator,  even  after 
judgment,  would  be  no  protection.  Even  if  the  debtor  litiga- 
ted the  precise  point,  and  compelled  the  executor  to  establish 
it  by  proo^  the  adjudication  would  avail  him  nothing,  should 
a  subsequent  administrator,  as  in  this  case,  spring  up,  and  after 
the  lapse  of  the  fifth  of  a  century  demand  payment  a  seoond 
time,  when  a  scintilla  of  evidence  on  one  side  remained  and 
all  on  the  other  had  perished.  A  large  number  of  titles,  too, 
depend  for  their  validity  on  decrees  of  foreclosure,  and  these 
decrees  are  often  made  in  suits  instituted  by  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators or  their  assigns.  Must  these,  too,  be  subject  to  be 
overhauled  at  any  period,  however  remote,  on  the  nice  ques- 
tion of  residence  ?  A  question  oft^en  difficult  to  decide  where 
the  &cts  are  clear,  and  much  more  so  of  course  where  the  fitfstB 
are  obscured  by  lapse  of  time  and  loss  of  documents  and 
witnesses. 

The  doclrine  contended  for  by  the  plaintil^  and  indispens- 
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able  to  his  success  is,  I  thinky  altogether  too  dangerous  for 
judicial  sanction. 

The  complaint,  therefore,  on  that  ground  as  well  as  on  the 
mere  issue  of  &ct,  should  be  dismissed. 


SUPREME  COUBT. 


Thaddeus  B.  Bigelow  agt  Joel  MAXiLOBTy  surriyor,  bo. 

A  party  may  be  examined  as  a  witness  on  bis  own  bebalf  on  commisaionf  thf 
same  as  any  other  witness.  {This  dedsitm  ia  advene  to  ihai  of  jFbtrianito  agt 
JhyoU;  omJlA^paqe  258,  decided  by  Uieffeneral  term  in  (he  first  dietridj  and  agreet 
with  (he  opinion  of  Judge  Lott  in  ihai  oaee,  ddwered  aH  epec&ai  iermf  16  Bow. 
187.) 

A  defendant  sued  as  survivor  is  "  the  adverse  party  or  person  in  interest,**  within 
the  meaning  of  §  399  of  the  Code.  And  this  is  so,  althongh  he  had  been  ftiD^ 
indemnified  against  the  n«ult  of  the  litigation  by  the  deoeased  joint  debtor. 

Albany  General  Term,  ifarcliy  1859. 

Harris,  Gould  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  defendant  from  an  order  granted 
by  Mr.  Justice  OouLD,  allowing  a  commission  to  issue  to 
examine  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behal£ 

The  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  promissory 
note,  and  is  pending  in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  in 
Rensselaer  county.  The  plaintiff  resides  in  Wisconsin.  No- 
tice of  his  intended  examination,  and  of  the  points  to  which 
he  is  to  be  examined,  having  been  duly  given,  and  circum- 
stances  shown  making  it  probable  that  his  personal  attendance 
could  not  be  procured  at  the  trial,  an  application  was  made  iu 
the  usual  form  for  an  order  authorizing  him  to  be  examined 
on  commission  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf. 

No  objection  is  made  to  the  regularity  or  sufficiency  of  the 
papers  in  other  respects,  but  it  is  claimed  that  this  is  not  a 
case  where  under  the  Code  a  commission  can  issue. 
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BL  P.  Hunt,  /or  de/mdanL 
Clabencb  Bu£L,/>r  jpZatn^. 

B  J  the  court— HoGEBOOH,  Justioe.  The  question  preaented 
in  this  case  has  been  decided  adversely  to  the  plaintiff  bj  the 
general  term  of  the  first  district,  reversing  the  decision  of  Jus* 
tioe  LoTT  {Fairbanks  agt  TregerU,  16  How.  187),  authorizing 
a  commission  to  issue  under  circumstances  like  the  present — 
but  the  decision  has  been  so  recentlj  made,  and  only  during 
the  pendency  of  this  appeal,  that  it  cannot  be  said  to  have 
passed  into  an  authoritative  precedent,  and,  as  the  question  is  of 
some  interest  as  a  point  of  practice,  I  think  we  may  consider 
it  on  principle. 

Two  objections  are  made  to  the  power  to  issue  a  com- 
mission: 

1.  That  the  Code  contemplates  a  personal  examination  only 
at  the  trial. 

2.  That  the  adverse  party,  or  person  in  interest,  is  not  living. 
1.  The  question  arises  under  section  899  of  the  Code,  which 

provides  that  "  a  party  to  an  action  or  proceeding  may  be  ex- 
amined as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  the  same  as  any  other 
witness.''  The  plaintiff  is  certainly  a  party  to  an  action,  and 
if  he  may  be  examined  the  same  as  any  other  witness,  he  may 
be  examined  on  commission  unless  there  is  sometiiing  in  the 
residue  of  the  section  or  of  the  Code  negativing  such  a  right 
The  language  is  intelligible  and  comprehensive,  and  should 
receive  a  liberal  interpretation  to  accomplish  the  evident  ob- 
ject of  the  legislature,  which  was,  to  enable  parties  to  obtain 
the  benefit  of  their  own  testimony  in  their  own  behalf.  No 
more  particularity  was  necessary,  for  the  language  covers 
every  customary  mode  of  examining  witnesses.  Nor,  if  we 
concede,  as  we  must,  tiie  policy  of  taking  the  testimony  of 
parties,  does  there  seem  any  good  reason  why,  if  a  party  is  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  sick,  or  necessarily  absent^ 
or  unable  to  attend  in  person,  the  case  should  lose  the  benefit 
of  his  testimony  any  more  than  that  of  any  other  witness 
similarly  situated 
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The  law  has  adopted  other  wise  and  abundant  precautiohft!*,.,:^^ 
to  prevent  fraud  and  imposition  in  reference  to  testimony 
taken  conditionally  or  on  commissioni  and  in  Edition  certain 
preliminaries  must  always  be  proved,  before  the  evidence  can 
be  read  at  the  trial 

I  am  unwilling,  therefore,  unless  the  context  fairly  requires 
it,  to  interpolate  into  the  statute  any  words  which  shall  give 
it  a  more  restricted  application.  It  is  certainly  true,  that  in 
some  previous  sections  of  the  Code,  enacted  years  before  the 
present  statute^  express  authority  is  conferred  to  examine  ad- 
verse parties,  either  at  the  trial,  or  conditionally,  or  upon  com- 
mission (§  390  to  892)  ;  but  this  is  by  no  means  decisive,  as  it 
was  language  employed  at  a  different  time — by  different  per- 
sons— ^and  may  have  been  inserted  out  of  more  abundant 
caution.  Bedundancy  is  certainly  not  a  new  feature  in  statute 
law.  Again,  under  section  397,  authorizing  co-defendants  to 
be  examined  in  behalf  of  each  other,  we  have  an  express 
adjudication  of  this  court  authorizing  a  commission  to  issue, 
although  the  right  to  issue  it,  as  under  section  899,  is  gathered 
from  the  generality  and  comprehensiveness  of  the  language 
employed,  and  not  from  finding  any  such  word  as  "  commis- 
sion "  in  the  section,  for  it  is  not  there.  {ShuJeU  agt.  Power^ 
10  How.  JPr.  Rep.  28&)  But  it  is  said  that  inasmuch  as  a  sub- 
sequent part  of  the  section  authorizes  the  adverse  party,  on 
receiving  notice  of  such  intended  examination,  to  be  "  exam- 
ined by  commission,  issued  and  executed  as  now  provided  by 
law,"  therefore  the  right  to  issue  the  commission  is  limited  to 
the  contingency  just  specified.  This  by  no  means  follows  as 
a  necessary  consequence,  and  we  should  be  careful  not  to 
restrict  too  much  the  meaning  of  an  unambiguous  language, 
by  an  inference  of  legislative  intent  from  the  use  of  other  ex- 
pressions not  necessarily  in  conflict  with  the  natural  reading 
of  the  terms  first  employed.  I  think  there  is  a  more  probable 
and  reasonable  construction  to  be  given  to  that  part  of  the 
section  now  under  consideration.  It  is  this.  That  in  the  event 
of  one  party's  giving  notice  of  his  intended  examination,  the 
opposite  party,  in  case  he  be  a  non-resident,  without  the  ten 
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days*  notice,  without  specifying  the  points  upon  which  he  is 
intended  to  be  examined,  without  further  waiting  the  action 
of  hia  adversary,  may  be  examined  by  commission.  This  con- 
struction seems  to  be  fortified  by  the  residue  of  the  same  sen- 
tence, which  provides  that  whenever  one  party  has  been 
examined  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  other  party 
may  o£fer  himself  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  and  shall  be 
so  received.  That  is,  he  may  so  offer  himself  without  previous 
notice  and  without  specification  of  the  points  of  his  intended 
examination. 

As  to  each  of  these  cases,  it  is  possible  to  observe  that  the 
provisions  do  not  seem  to  be  absolutely  indispensable,  for  the 
party  may  always  move  in  his  own  behalf  in  the  first  instance. 
Yet  he  may  not  wish  to  do  so— he  may  not  desire  to  be  ex- 
amined unless  his  adversary  intends  to  be,  nor  to  make 
public  his  defence  to  the  action  before  the  trial  by  taking  his 
evidence  under  a  commission,  unless  driven  to  such  extremity 
by  the  action  of  his  adversary.  Further  than  this,  as  I  read 
the  statute,  notice  of  such  intended  examination  by  one  party, 
though  delayed  till  a  very  few  days  before  the  trial,  confers 
upon  his  non-resident  adversary  an  absolute  legal  right  to  have 
his  own  testimony  taken  by  commission — ^and  to  a  consequent 
delay  of  the  trial  for  that  purpose.  Evidence  thus  taken  upon 
commission  becomes  subject  like  the  evidence  of  other  wit- 
nesses taken  in  a  similar  manner,  to  all  substantial  objections 
at  the  trial — and  in  addition,  except  where  it  is  taken  as 
rebutting  testimony  or  in  response  to  a  notice  received  fix)m  the 
adverse  party,  to  the  additional  objection  that  no  notice  of  the 
examination,  or  of  the  points  intended  to  be  inquired  o^  has 
been  given.  These  questions  all  come  up  properly  at  the  trial, 
and  thus  obviate  an  objection  which  has  been  suggested  to  this 
construction  of  the  statute,  that  there  is  no  tribunal  to  settle 
these  preliminary  points,  if  the  evidence  is  allowed  to  be  taken 
on  commission. 

I  think  it  may  be  inferred  from  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Hoffman,  in  Burling  agt  Ogden  (14  How.  Pr.  Rep.  77),  that 
these  views  are  concurred  in  by  him.   I  feel,  therefore,  relieved 
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finom  the  cecessitj  of  giving  to  the  clause  first  mentioned  a 
narrower  interpretation  than  is  warranted  bj  the  terms  em* 
plojed,  taken  in  their  natural  and  usual  acceptation. 

2.  It  is  also  objected  that  the  defendant  Mallory  is  not  '*  the 
adverse  party  or  person  in  interest"  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section,  inasmuch  as  his  original  co-defendant,  Mr.  Hunter,  is 
dead — and  the  latter  had  fully  indemnified  him  against  the 
result  of  the  litigation.  But  I  cannot  agree  to  this  constroo- 
tion  of  the  statute.  Mallory  is  certainly — ^in  name  at  least — 
the  adxjerse  party.  He  is  the  only  adyerse  party — ihat  is,  he 
is  the  only  defendant  No  other  party  has  been  substituted 
for  Hunter,  the  deceased  co-defendant,  and  Mallory  represents 
the  entire  defence.  He  is  also,  notwithstanding  his  indemnity, 
in  a  very  proper  and  emphatic  sense,  the  advevse  person  in 
inieresL  He  is  responsible  to  the  plaintifi^,  if  unsuccessful,  for 
the  consequences  of  the  litigation.  He  is  liable  to  pay  the 
judgment,  if  one  is  obtained.  It  would  be  frustrating  the  evi- 
dent intent  of  the  statute,  if  a  party  properly  sued,  because  he 
represented  the  apparent  and  real  interest,  which  the  plaintiff 
was  seeking  to  attack,  could  deprive  his  adversary  of  that  ad* 
yersary's  own  testimony,  by  taking  an  indemnity  against  the 
results  of  the  litigation.  Nor,  looking  at  the  equity  of  the 
statute,  does  it  appear  that  Mallory  is  not  as  fully  cognizant 
of  all  the  &cts  to  which  Bigelow  is  to  be  examined,  as  Hunter 
himself  ever  was.  The  presumption  is  that  he  is  so,  and  it  is 
not  therefore  perceived  why  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  may 
not  be  confronted  on  the  trial  with  that  of  another  living  wit- 
ness, and  thus  the  object  of  the  statute  effectually  accomplished. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  order  authorizing  the  commission 
should  be  affirmed,  and  if  it  be  a  case  of  doubt,  I  should  still 
be  disposed  to  affirm  the  order,  as  being  less  injurious  than  the 
opposite  course,  as  I  do  not  see  why,  notwithstanding  our 
action  here,  the  defendant  may  not  renew  the  same  objections^ 
when  the  deposdlaon  of  the  plaintiff  is  offiared  in  evidmoe  on 
the  trial  of  the  cause. 

Gk>ULi>,  J.,  concurred. 

Harris,  J.,  dissented. 
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NEW-YORK  COMMON  PLEAS, 
Geoboe  Lambebt  agt.  Geobge  Seelt. 

A  receipt  of  payment  of  a  bill  of  goods,  unexplained  or  nnoontradieted,  is  ooodo- 
give  against  a  recoyery  for  the  goods. 

Although  it  is  held  that  if  a  defendant,  after  a  motion  for  a  nonsuii,  hunself  sop- 
plies  the  evidenoei  the  want  of  which  formed  the  grounds  for  the  motioo,  the 
judgment  will  not  be  reyersed  on  appeal  for  not  granting  the  nonsuit  (jBy- 
land  agt.  Sherman^  2  R  D,  Smtih^  284),  this  rule  will  not  apply  where  the 
evidence  of  the  defendant  is  only  partial  to  the  pohit  and  does  not  folly  supply 
the  omission. 

A  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  which  is  not  only  munq^orted  bj  the  «n- 
denoe^  but  contrary  to  it,  will  be  reyersed. 

New 'York  General  Term,  July,  1859. 

Daly,  Bkady  and  Hilton,  Judges. 

By  the  courtr— Hilton,  Judge.  The  plaintiff  sued  to  recover 
the  value  of  certain  picture  frames,  alleged  to  have  been  sold 
and  delivered  bj  him  to  the  defendant 

Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  sworn  and  examined  as  a 
witness  in  his  own  behalf  and  then  rested  his  case. 

His  testimony  in  substance  was,  that  he  sold  the  frames  to 
the  defendant,  who  called  at  bis  store  and  ordered  them  in 
May,  1856.  That  the  articles  were  sent  from  his  store  to  be 
delivered  at  the  defendant's  house  by  one  of  his  clerks,  he 
could  not  tell  which,  nor  did  he  know  of  all  being  sent^  and 
as  to  whether  they  were  actually  delivered  or  not,  he  did  rwi 
knaiv.    He  did  not  see  them  delivered. 

In  August,  1866,  he  had  a  clerk  in  his  employ  named  Hatch, 
who  was  in  the  habit  of  selling  goods  for  him  and  receipting 
bills,  and  had  authority  from  him  to  do  so.  A  receipt  for  the 
goods  in  question  was  then  produced,  signed  by  Hatch,  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  which  the  plaintiff  swore  was  in  Hatch's 
handwriting. 

Upon  the  testimony,  and  without  any  proof  whatever  as  to 
the  value  of  the  goods  thus  sold,  the  plaintiff  rested  his  case, 
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wheieupon  the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsaift^  which  the 
justice  denied. 

The  defendant  then  excepted  and  offered  evidence  on  his 
part.  The  justice  subsequently  gave  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  defendant  appeals,  stating,  as  one  of  his  grounds 
of  appeal,  that  the  justice  erred  in  refusing  the  nonsuit 

The  decision  of  the  justice  upon  this  motion  was  clearly 
erroneous  and  his  judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed. 

The  plaintiff's  testimony  showed  no  cause  of  action  what- 
ever against  the  defendant,  apart  from  the  receipt,  which, 
unexplained  or  uncontradicted,  was  conclusive  against  his 
recovery.  (1  Oremhafs  Ev.  %  805.)  It  did  not  appear  that 
the  goods  were  ever  delivered,  nor  what,  if  anything,  was  their 
value, 

A  plainer  case  for  a  nonsuit  could  scarcely  be  conceived. 

I  am  aware  of  the  new  settled  rule  that  if  a  defendant,  after 
a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  himself  supplies  the  evidence,  the  want 
of  which  formed  the  grounds  for  the  motion,  the  judgment 
will  not  be  reversed  on  appeal,  because  the  proper  evidence 
was  not  before  the  court  at  the  moment  the  nonsuit  was  asked* 
{Hyland  agt.  Sherman,  2  JK  D.  Smith,  284.) 

Here  the  defendant  did  not  supply  the  omission.  It  is  true 
he  stated  that  a  part  of  the  frames  were  delivered,  and  only 
denied  the  receipt  of  one  of  those  charged  against  him.  But 
he  furnished  no  evidence  of  the  value  of  those  he  admitted  the 
receipt  of,  beyond  describing  them  by  the  prices  stated  in  the 
receipt  produced. 

Besides,  it  appeared  that  they  were  purchased  by  him  from 
a  Mr.  Westbrook,  who  was  at  the  time  in  business  with  the 
plaintiff,  upon  the  distinct  agreement  that  the  price  should  be 
credited  on  a  note  of  Westbrook's,  then  held  by  the  defend- 
ant The  plaintiff  knew  of  tiiis  arrangement  at  the  time  of 
the  sale,  and  assented  to  it  Under  it  the  frames  were  de- 
livered, and  afterwards,  on  Westbrook  delivering  to  the 
defendant  the  receipt  referred  to,  the  amount  charged  was 
credited  on  the  note. 

Under  what  circumstances  the  receipt  was  obtained  by 
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Westbrook  does  not  appear,  beyond  his  statement^  that  ihe 
plaintiff  agreed  to  furnish  the  frames  on  his  (Westbrook's) 
account 

Whether  he  paid  Hatch  in  money,  or  in  what  manner  the 
bill  was  settled,  is  not  shown,  although  the  plaintiff  might 
have  furnished  the  information  had  he  chosen  to  have  done 

00. 

His  silence  upon  this  subject  affords  a  strong  presumption 
against  his  present  claim,  and  taken  in  connection  with  the 
positive  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  respecting  the 
agreement,  and  the  receipt,  which  throughout  was  uncontra- 
dicted, either  by  the  plaintiff  denying  the  authority  of  Hatch 
to  give  it  in  his  name,  or  that  he  received  anything  for  it^ 
satisfies  me  that  the  finding  of  the  justice  was  not  only  un* 
supported  by  the  evidence}  but  was  contrary  to  i1^  and  ahoold 
be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


MONROE  COUNTY  COURT. 
In  the  matter  of  Jahes  G.  Caitdee  agt  Erhabdt  Ouhbsl- 

SHEIHER. 

A  tnmaer^  of  a  Jastioe's  judgment  nwy  be  taken  and  filed  wHh  the  ooontf  (tek 
fbr  any  amoant  leas  than  $25.    And  where  the  defendant  is  a  resident  of  the 
atate,  prooeedinga  suppUmenUury  to  exeaUum  may  be  institated  againit  him, 
•     on  return  of  execution  upon  the  judgment  by  the  aherio;  unaatiafied. 

May  12, 1859. 

W.  J.  McPhkm30N, />r^inn^. 
Z.  L.  Davis,  far  defendant. 

Chuicasero,  County  Judge.    The  plaintifr  in  this  case  ob- 
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tained  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  befoi^  a  justice  of  the 
peace  for  $11.50  damage,  and  $1.77  costs,  and  filed  a  transcript 
thereof  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk ;  npon  this  judgment 
an  execution  was  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  Monroe  county,  and 
by  him  returned  ntdia  bona.  The  usual  affidavit  being  pre- 
sented to  me,  I  granted  an  order  that  the  defendant  appear 
before  a  referee  on  a  day  certain,  to  answer  concerning  his 
property ;  the  order  was  not  obeyed,  and  upon  proof  of  this 
feet,  I  granted  another  order  requiring  the  defendant  to  ap- 
pear before  me  and  show  cause  why  an  attachment  should 
not  issue  against  him  for  contempt  He  now  apjiears  to  show 
cause,  and  his  counsel  insists  that  the  original  order  was  im- 
providently  granted,  and  that  the  judgment  not  being  for 
twenty  five  doUars^  exclusive  of  costs,  these  proceedings  are  not 
authorized  by  section  292  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  and  cannot 
^be  sustained.  As  this  is  a  question  of  deep  intei^  not  only 
to  the  prcrfession,  but  to  the  community  in  general,  I  have 
given  the  matter  my  most  careful  deliberation,  and  piweed 
to  state  in  detail  the  conclusions  to  which  I  have  arrived.  I 
would  here  remark,  that  those  conclusions  have  been  equally 
a  matter  of  surprise  to  mypel^  as  they  may  be  perhaps  to 
others  who  have  not  examined  this  subject  with  attention  and 
care. 

At  the  time  of  granting  the  primary  order  and  up  to  the 
able  argument  of  this  case  by  counsel  on  both  sides,  I  was 
firmly  of  the  opinion  that  this  case  could  not  be  sustained,  and 
so  expressed  myself  to  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  and  I  have  no 
doubt  but  that  I  then  declared  the  opinion  of  two-thirds  of  the 
profession  here  and  elsewhere ;  a  close  examination  of  the 
matter  has,  however,  convinced  me  that  that  opinion  was,  and 
is  erroneous,  and  I  think  any  discriminating  mind  must  arrive 
at  the  same  conclusions  to  which  I  have  been  led  in  this  case, 
on  comparing  and  reviewing  the  course  of  legislation  on  this 
subject. 

In  our  investigation  we  start  with  the  first  and  original 
enactment  authorizing  these  proceedings  *' supplementary  to 
execution,"  and  which  is,  section  247  of  the  Code  of  1848,  as 
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follows :  ''  Whenever  an  execution  against  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor,  issued  to  the  sheriff'of  the  county  where  he 
resides,  or,  if  he  reside  out  of  the  state,  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  where  the  judgment  roll  is  filed,  shall  be  returned 
imsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  judgment  creditor  may 
obtain  an  order  from  a  judge  of  the  court  or  a  county  judge, 
requiring  the  judgment  debtor  to  appear  and  make  disooyeiy 
on  oath  concerning  his  property,  &c" 

This  section,  it  will  be  observed,  makes  no  mention  of  jttf- 
tices*  judgmerUSj  or  iranacriptB  thereof  and,  unless  aided  by 
some  other  statute,  clearly  excludes  the  idea  that  these  pro- 
ceedings could  then  be  instituted  upon  any  judgments  other 
than  those  of  courts  of  record^  for  the  simple  and  obvious  reascm 
that  upon  none  other,  without  some  auxiliary,  could  an  exe- 
cution be  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county* 

But  such  an  auxiliary  then  existed.  By  section  128  of  2d 
Revised  Statutes,  Sd  edition,  page  844,  it  was  provided  that : 
"  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  on  tiie  demand 
of  any  person  in  whose  fitvor  hesball  have  rendered  a  judgment 
for  above  itvetUy-five  doUara  exclusive  of  costs,  to  give  a  tran* 
script  of  such  judgment."  Section  129  then  makes  it  the  duty 
of  the  derk  of  the  county  to  file  such  transcript,  and  enter  and 
docket  a  judgment  thereon,  which  shall  be  a  lien  on  the  real 
estate  of  the  defendant  in  the  county,  and  makes  the  judgment 
so  docketed  of  the  same  force  and  effect  as  a  judgment  in  the 
court  of  common  plecu.  Here  is  the  solution  of  the  error.  Up 
to  this  period  in  the  legislative  history  of  this  subject,  the 
judgment  must  have  been  for  more  than  twenty-five  dollars^ 
unless  rendered  in  a  court  of  record,  for  upon  no  other  judg> 
ment  could  an  execution  issue  to  the  sheriff  and  consequently 
could  not  have  been  brought  within  the  section  of  the  Code  of 
1848,  above  referred  ta 

Then  comes  the  C!ode  of  1849,  section  292,  which  is  the 
same,  almost  literally,  as  the  section  above  quoted,  contained 
in  the  Code  of  1848,  down  to  the  words:  '<  Or  if  he  do  not 
reside  in  this  state,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  where  the  judg- 
ment roll,  or  a  transcript  of  a  justice^*  judgment  isJUed,^  the  only 
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difference  being  the  addition  of  the  last  dause,  ^^ora  transcripi 
of  a  justices  judgment  isJUed!^ 

The  only  alteration,  thus  far,  seems  to  be  the  enactment 
relating  to  a  transcript  of  a  justice's  judgment,  being  express, 
whereas,  before,  it  rested  in  implication. 

But  we  are  now  met  with  further  and  more  extensive  legis- 
lation on  this  subject  The  legislature,  at  its  session  in  1849 
{Session  Laws^  chap.  488 ;  3(2  Revised  Statutes^  page  496,  §  68, 
hih  ed.\  amended  the  Bevised  Statutes  and  enacted  the  follow- 
ing section  in  lieu  of  section  128  of  the  old  statute  above  cited, 
**  A  justice  of  the  peace,  an  the  demand  of  any  party  in  whose 
favor  he  may  have  rendered  a  judgment^  shall  give  a  transcript 
thereof  which  may  be  ffled  and  docketed  in  the  oflSce  of  the 
clerk  of  the  county  where  the  judgment  was  rendered ;  the 
time  of  the  receipt  of  the  transcript  by  the  clerk  shall  be  noted 
thereon  and  entered  in  the  docket,  and /rom  that  time  thejudg" 
ment  shall  be  a  judgment  of  the  county  courL^  Then,  after  stat- 
ing that  a  transcript  of  that  judgment  may  be  filed  in  any 
other  county,  &c.,  the  section  concludes  thus:  "But  no  such 
judgment  for  a  ]ess  sum  than  twenty  five  dollars  shall  be  a 
lien  upon  or  enforced  against  real  estate." 

Now,  it  will  be  observed  that  by  this,  the  present  statute,  a 
transcript  of  a  justice's  judgment,  for  any  amount,  however 
smcUlj  may  be  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  and  that  im- 
mediately upon  such  filing  it  becomes,  not  merely  of  the  same 
^ect  and ^rcc,  as  a  judgment  of  the  county  court,  but  actually 
a  judgment  of  the  county  court.  It  will  not  be  denied  for  a 
moment  that  a  judgment  in  the  county  court,  rendered  in  an 
action  originally  commenced  in  that  court,  irrespective  of 
amount^  could  be  made  the  basis  of  these  proceedings,  and  the 
statute  makes  the  judgment  in  this  case  positively  a  judgment 
of  this  court  from  the  time  of  filing  the  transcript. 

The  only  remaining  provision  which  it  will  be  necessary  to 
examine,  in  connection  with  the  above,  is  section  292  of  the 
present  Code,  which  must  be  read  in  connection  with  section 
68  of  the  statute,  just  above  cited,  and  is  as  follows :  "  When 
an  execution  against  property  of  the  judgment  debtor,  or  of  any 


488  NKW-TORK  PRACTICE  BEPOBTa 

In  the  matter  of  Candee  agt  Guudelsheimer. 

one  of  the  aeveral  debtors  ia  the  same  judgment  wueile^t&r 
sheriff  oi  the  county  where  he  resides,  or  if  he  do  not  reside  in 
Hie  state,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  where  a  judgment  roll,  or 
a  transcript  of  a  justice's  judgment  for  twenty-five  dollars  or 
upwards  is  filed,  is  returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part^ 
the  judgment  creditor  is  entitled  to  an  order,  &c." 

JSow  the  plaintiff  obtains  his  judgment  in  the  justice's  courts 
and  files  his  transcript,  it  immediately  becomes  a  judgment  of 
the  Cftunty  court.:  he  issues  his  execution  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  where  the  defendant  resides,  has  it  returned  unsatbfied, 
and  applies  fur  the  order  granted  by  section  292  of  the  Code, 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  being  material  only  in  cases  of 
non-residents,  in  whose  favor  the  legislature  seem  to  have  made 
an  exception. 

The  conclusion  to  be  derived  from  these  different  sections  10 
inevitable. 

It  was  urged  upon  the  argument,  that  the  effect  of  tliis  de- 
cision would  be  to  repeal  that  portion  of  the  statute  relating 
to  the  lien  of  real  estate.  This  is  not  necessarily  so ;  for  these 
supplementary  proceedings  are  not  instituted  until  the  affidavit 
is  produced  that  the  sheriff  has  returned  the  execution  an- 
ssuisfied,  which  he  could  not  do  had  the  defendant  any  real 
estate  in  the  county  upon  which  this  lien  could  be  enforced. 

I  am  not  sorry  that  the  law  bears  this  construction.    A 
large  majority  of  those  debts  which  the  courts  and  the  law 
seem  powerless  to  enforce  are  less  in  amount  than  twenty-five 
dollars,  and  these,  too,  chiefly  owing  to  operatives^  servantg, 
laborers  and  persons  of  limited  means,  who  are  oftentimes 
illy  able  to  bear  the  loss,  and  depend  upon  the  scanty  pittance 
they  earn  fix)m  day  to  day  for  the  support  of  their  families 
and  themselves.     It  is  argued  that  it  is  beneath  the  dignity  of 
the  courts  to  set  all  this  cumbrous  machinery  in  motion  for  so 
small  and  trivial  an  amount     I  answer,  it  is  nwcr  beneath  the 
dignity  of  the  courts  or  the  law  to  protect  the  rights  and  secure 
the  privileges  of  the  poorer  classes — to  ferret  out  dishonesty 
atid  f)unish  fraud.     Costs  in  these  cases  are  in  the  diacretioa 
of  the  court :  if  the  debtor  is  poor  and  honest,  and  cannot  pay. 
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he  would  never  be  charged  with  ooets ;  i^  on  the  contrary,  he 
has  property  concealed  which  the  law  cannot  reach  without 
thia  searching  process,  is  dishonest  and  will  not  pay,  he  will 
be  entitled  to  bat  little  sympathy.  If  condemned  by  the  law, 
he  is  compelled  to  pay  the  full  expenses  of  his  trial  and  con- 
viction,  however  small  the  judgment  he  may  seek  to  evade. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  these  proceedings  are  prop- 
erly insUtuted,  and  that  the  defendant  must  submit  himself  to 
examination;  but  inasmuch  as  this  question  has  been  in 
doubt,  and  the  defendants  may  have  been  honestly  mialed  by 
a  prevailing  public  error,  I  now  make  the  following  order : 
That  the  defendant  again  appear  before  the  referee  named  in 
the  original  order,  on  two  days'  notice  of  the  time  and  place, 
from  the  plaintiff's  attorney ;  or  that,  in  defstult  thereof  an 
attachment  issue  against  him  for  contempt 


SUPERIOR  COURT. 
J.  McGrkgory  agi  James  0.  Willett,  sheriff  &a 

A  theriff*8  privilege  as  baU  most  be  oommeDSurate  with  his  liability.  UnlesB 
otherwise  provided,  it  seems  reasonable  that  whenever  ball  given  by  others 
can  be  relieved,  he  should  be. 

Ban  in  general  may  surrender  their  principal  after  judgment  and  execution  against 
the  person,  and  the  sheriffs  when  bail,  is  not  excepted  from  this  privilege. 

Within  twenty  days  after  suit  commenced  against  him,  the  sheriff  can  avail  him- 
self of  the  191st  seotion  of  the  Oode^  and  surrender  his  prindpal  in  bis 
ezonaration. 

New 'York  Speinal  Term,  July,  1859, 

HoU'FMAN,  J.  This  is  an  application  that  the  sheriff  be 
exonerated  from  liability  of  Jacob  Cohen,  except  upon  sur- 
render and  commitment  of  said  Cobea  by  the  defendant  to 
the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  New- York.  Thia 
action  was  commenced  io  December,  1858,  to  make  the  defend- 
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ant^  the  former  sheriff  liable  for  an  escape.  The  original 
action  of  the  present  plaintiff  against  Brown  and  Cohen  was 
commenced  in  October,  1857,  and  an  order  of  arrest  was  then 
obtained  on  the  ground  of  a  firaudolent  disposition  of  property. 
Under  thi3  the  defendant  Cohen  was  arrested.  On  the  24Ui 
of  February,  1868,  judgment  was  obtained  against  both  defend- 
ants ;  and  after  the  return  of  an  execution  against  the  prop- 
erty, unsatisfied,  Cohen  was  arrested  upon  an  execution  against 
his  person,  and  held  in  custody  by  the  present  defendant^  the 
then  sheriff  of  New- York,  About  the  10th  of  December, 
1858,  he  escaped,  and  was  suffered  by  the  defendant  to  go  at 
large. 

It  appears  that  Cohen  was  committed  to  dose  custody,  and 
broke  jail  without  the  privity  or  knowledge  of  the  defendant 
The  defendant  in  his  affidavit  swears  that  since  the  conimenoe- 
ment  of  the  action  Cohen  has  been  retaken  by  the  defendant^ 
and  lodged  in  the  jail  of  the  county  of  New- York,  and  is  now 
in  custody  of  the  sheriff  upon  a  surrender  and  oonmiitment 
by  the  defendant  in  exoneration.  Also,  that  the  said  Cohen 
is  utterly  insolvent 

The  present  sheriff  certifies  that  Cohen  is  in  his  custody, 
upon  the  committitur  of  the  present  defendant,  in  his  exonera- 
tion in  a  suit  of  McArthur  and  others  in  the  supreme  court 
The  committitur  endorsed  on  the  execution  in  this  suit  is 
dated  23d  of  May,  1859.  The  offuse  of  the  defendant  as  sheriff 
expired  on  the  Slst  of  December,  1858.  Kelly  succeeded  in 
his  place. 

By  an  order  of  the  24th  of  May,  1859,  the  time  for  the  sur- 
render of  Cohen  was  extended  for  twenty  days,  with  a  reserva* 
tion  of  all  questions  as  to  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  make 
such  a  surrender.  It  seems  that  the  surrender  was  actoally 
made  on  the  24th  of  May. 

The  affidavit  of  the  attorney,  as  to  his  information  that  the 
present  sheriff  had  denied  holding  upon  the  surrender  in  this 
suit,  cannot  countervail  the  legal  effects  of  the  copy  the  exe- 
cution and  surrender  in  this  suit,  served  upon  tiie  present 
sheriff,  if  the  defendant  has  the  right  to  make  such  surrender. 
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The  sheriff  must  be  bound  by  the  detainer,  whatever  beeomeB 
of  the  execution  in  the  other  suit 

The  right  of  bail  to  surrender  their  principal  was  originally 
ex  gratia  only.  It  grew  to  be  considered  as  a  right  {Peters^ 
dor/ on  Bail^  897;  Brownhw  agt  Forbes^  Johnson^s  Bep.  101.) 

It  was  to  be  exercised  as  a  matter  of  right  before  return  of 
a  ca.  sa.  against  the  principal,  A  surrender  after  this  grew 
fix>m  a  matter  of  privilege  into  merely  a  matter  of  right. 

By  the  Code,  in  case  of  an  escape,  or  bail  not  having  been 
given,  the  sheriff  is  responsible  as  bail  {%  201),  and  he  would 
be  proceeded  against  as  such  upon  his  o£Glcial  bond.  (9 
Howard,  180,  188.) 

His  privilege  as  bail  must  be  commensurate  with  his  liability. 
Unless  otherwise  provided,  it  seems  reasonable  that  whenever 
bail  ^ven  by  others  can  be  relieved,  he  should  be. 

Bail  in  general  may  surrender  after  judgment  and  exeou* 
tion  against  the  person.  Is  the  sherifl^  when  baU,  excepted 
from  this  privilege  ?    (§  191.) 

There  is  nothing  to  constitute  such  an  exception  in  the  lan- 
guage or  spirit  of  the  Code. 

In  Buckman  agt  Oourley  (9  Howard,  180),  it  was  expressly 
hdd  that  the  sheriff  could  avail  himself  of  the  19l8t  section, 
and  surrender  his  principal  in  his  exoneration  within  twenty 
days  after  suit  was  commenced  against  him. 

The  application  is  made  in  due  time,  under  the  Code  and 
the  order  of  special  term  of  24th  May,  1859. 

I  think  the  statute  referred  to,  as  to  assignment  of  persons  to 
a  new  sheriff  (2  Sev.  SUU.  439,  §  67),  has  no  application. 

Motion  granted,  order  to  be  drawn  and  settled  on  motion. 
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Boaid  of  OommiwonoPB  of  Bxdae  of  County  of  CSayuga  agt  VntdL 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Board  of  Commissioners  op  Excise  op  the  Oouipit 
OP  Cayuga  agt  Philip  R  Freeopp. 

The  term  "strong  or  Bpirituous  liquors,"  expressed  in  the  13th  section  of  the  sei 
of  1867  (to  suppress  intemperance,  Ac.),  includes  afe  and  sHmg  beer  ;  and  a  isle 
thereof  under  five  gaUons,  without*  a  license,  forfeits  the  penalty  of  $60,  ii»- 
tioned  in  that  section,  for  each  offence. 

Cayuga  Oircuit  and  Special  Term,  January^  1858. 

Motion  by  the  plaintiflfe  for  judgmeat  upon  the  ninth  and 
tenth  counts  of  the  complaint 

The  complaint  contained  ten  counts.  The  ninth  count 
alleged  that  the  defendant,  on  the  25th  day  of  December,  1857, 
at  the  city  of  Auburn,  in  the  county  of  Cayuga,  sold  sfaong 
and  spirituous  liquors  and  wines,  to  wit :  rum,  gin,  brandy, 
whisky,  port  wine,  ginger  wine,  ale  and  strong  beer,  in  quan- 
tities less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  without  having  a  license 
therefor  granted  according  to  law,  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  section  18,  chapter  628,  of  the  laws  of  1857,  entitled  "An 
act  to  suppress  intemperance,  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors,"  passed  April  16th,  1857,  and  claiming  that 
the  defendant  was  liable  therefor  to  pay  the  plainti£b  the  sum 
of  $50. 

The  tenth  count  was  like  the  ninth,  excepting  that  the  sale 
was  stated  to  have  taken  place  on  the  1st  day  of  Jannaiji 
1868. 

The  defendant's  answer  denied  the  allegations  of  the  com* 
plaint,  "  so  far  as  they  charge  this  defendant  with  selling  dis- 
tilled liquors  and  wines  and  ale  and  strong  beer  more  than 
twice,  and  he  admits  the  selling  of  ale  and  strong  beer  as 
alleged  in  the  ninth  and  tenth  counts  in  the  plaintiff'  com* 
plaint" 

The  parties,  by  their  attorneys,  entered  into  a  stipulation 
by  which  the  truth  of  the  defendant's  answer  was  admitted, 
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and  by  which  the  charges  in  the  compLunt  against  the  defend- 
ant^ except  as  thus  admitted,  were  waived. 

B.  F.  Hall,  for  ocmplainarUs. 
H.  T.  Cook, /or  defendant. 

Wblles,  Justice.  The  only  question  presented  for  the 
consideratioa  of  the  court  arises  upon  the  admission,  in  the 
answer,  of  the  sales  by  the  defendant,  on  the  25tb  of  December, 
1857,  and  oh  tbe  1st  of  January,  1858,  of  ale  and  strong  beer^ 
without  having  a  license  therefor  granted  according  to  law. 

Tbe  18th  section  of  the  act  of  1857,  whicb  the  plaintifb 
claim  has  been  violated,  is  in  the  following  words:  "Who- 
ever shall  sell  any  strong  or  spirituous  liquors  or  wines  in 
quantities  leas  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  without  having  a 
license  therefor,  granted  as  herein  provided,  shall  forfeit  fifty 
dollars  for  each  offence." 

The  question,  then,  is  simply,  whether  ale  and  strong  beer  are 
strong  and  spirituxms  liquors  within  the  sense  of  the  section 
cited.  Upon  this  question,  there  is,  in  my  opinion,  no  ground 
for  entertaining  a  doubt 

In  the  case  of  Nevin  agt.  Ladue  (3  Denio^  48),  this  precise 
question  was  considered  and  decided.  It  was  there  held  that 
ale  and  strong  leer  were  included  in  tbe  terms  "  strong  or  spit- 
ittwus  liquors,"  as  used  in  tlie  excise  law  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  (1  B.  S.  680,  §  15),  niaking  it  penal  to  sell  such 
liquors  in  quantities  under  five  gallons  at  a  time,  without  a 
license. 

The  description  of  the  liquors,  the  sale  of  which,  without 
license,  is  prohibited,  is  identical  in  the  Eevised  Statutes  and 
the  act  of  1857.  By  the  26th  section  of  the  former  act  it  is 
provided,  that  no  person  should  be  subject  to  be  prosecuted, 
by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  that  title,  for  selling  metheglin, 
currant  wine,  cherry  wine  or  cider.  The  omission  of  this 
exception  in  the  present  law  does  not  affect  the  construction 
of  the  words  ak  and  strong  beer^  as  given  by  the  court  in  the 
case  referred  to. 
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The  case  of  Nevin  agt  Ladue  was  reviewed  in  the  oourt  of 
errors  (3  Denio^  487),  and,  although  the  judgment  of  the 
supreme  oourt  was  reversed  on  another  ground,  the  decision 
of  the  supreme  court  on  the  point  in  question  was  left  nok 
onlj  undisturbed,  but  was  fully  sustained  bj  the  chanceUor 
in  an  elaborate  opinion  delivered  bj  him.  In  the  views 
expressed  by  Judge  Jewistt  in  the  supreme  court,  and  by 
Chancellor  Walwobth  in  the  same  case  in  the  court  of  errois^ 
on  the  question  now  under  consideration,  I  entirely  concur. 
Those  en^inent  jurists  have  exhausted  the  alignment  upon  the 
question ;  and  it  would  be  supei^rogation,  not  to  say  temerity 
and«presumption  in  me  to  attempt  to  add  to  the  foroe  of  their 
reasoning. 

I  am  admonished,  therefore,  to  omit  any  ftirther  diBCossioii 
of  the  question  in  this  place.  Since  the  decision  of  the  caae 
referred  to,  the  question  has  been  regarded  as  settled,  and 
should  not  now  be  disturbed. 

The  plainti£&  are  therefore  entitled  to  judgment  for  one 
hundred  dollars,  being  two  penalties  of  fifty  dollars  each. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Joseph  Ripley  agt.  The  Astob  Insurance  Coi£pant. 

Where  there  is  a  stipulatioii  in  a  policy  of  insnraDce  requiring  the  inaiired  to  bim^ 
if  at  all,  in  twelve  montlifl^  it  operates  as  a  forfeiture,  and  will  be  coDStmed 
strictly.    Slight  evidence  of  waiver  will  be  sufficient  to  defeat  its  applicatinn. 

Where  a  mortgagor  takes  a  policy  of  iasorance  in  his  own  name^  with  the  coa- 
tomary  clause :  "  Loss,  if  any,  payable  to  A.  B.,  mortgagee,"  A.  B.  only  in 
such  a  case  (the  mortgage  being  unaatisfled)  can  maintain  an  action  for  the 
insurance;  the  mortgagor  cannot  aaBign  the  claim  to  another,  so  that  the 
assignee  can  sustain  an  action  upon  a  loss  under  tlie  piJicy.  An>!  this  mle 
applies  to  any  party  who,  under  a  stipulation  in  a  policy  taken  by  him,  i 
the  loss  payable  to  another. 

New 'York  General  Ihrm,  May^  1859. 

Present^  Justices  ROOSEVELT,  Clekke  and  Prait. 
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By  the  court — ^Roosevelt,  Jostioe.  This  court  &t  general 
term  having  decided  that  a  stipulation,  requiring  the  insured 
to  sue,  if  at  all,  in  twelve  months,  although  binding  originally, 
may  be  waived  by  the  language  or  conduct  of  the  parties ;  and 
the  jury  on  the  second  trial  having  found  that  in  the  present 
instance  there  was  such  waiver,  we  are  now  to  inquire  whether 
that  finding  and  the  rulings  which  led  to  it  were  warranted  by 
the  law  and  the  testimony.  A  twelve  months'  statute  of 
limitations,  although  assented  to  by  the  parties,  operates  as  a 
forfeiture.  It  is,  therefore,  to  be  construed  strictly.  Slight 
evidence  of  waiver,  as  in  other  cases  of  forfeiture,*will  be  suffi- 
cient to  defeat  its  application.  ''  A  positive  act  of  the  defend- 
ants, intended  to  induce  postponement,"  is  not  necessary. 
Silence  on  the  subject,  in  the  midst  of  negotiations  for  settle- 
ment during  the  year,  however  intended,  was  held  by  the 
general  term  to  be  competent  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  and^ 
if  competent,  its  weight  was  to  be  determined  by  thetn.  The 
court,  especially  to  aid  a  forfeiture,  and  a  very  harsh  one,  too, 
will  not  scrutinize  very  closely  their  verdict  on  such  appoint : 
nor,  I  may  add,  the  rulings  of  the  judge  at  the  trial,  unless 
very  clearly  erroneous.  Dismissing,  then,  the  question  of  the 
twelve  months  instead  of  six  years  limitation,  which  was  in 
efifect  disposed  of  in  the  order  directing  the  second  trial,  I  shall 
proceed  to  consider  the  case  on  its  merits. 

It  is  contended  by  the  insurance  company  that  by  a  stipula- 
tion in  the  policy  the  insured  were  to  keep  a  watchman  in  the 
mill  every  night ;  that  the  loss  sued  for  occurred  in  the  night 
time ;  that  there  was  no  watchman  on  the  premises  when  it 
occurred,  and  as  a  consequence  that  the  company  are  not  bound 
to  indemnify.  The  fire,  it  is  conceded,  took  place  on  the 
morning  of  the  8th  of  April,  1849,  between  three  and  four 
o'clock,  and  of  course  in  the  night  time.  It  was,  however,  a 
Sunday ;  and.the  sabbath,  it  is  contended  by  express  terms,  as 
well  as  by  custom,  was  excepted  fix)m  the  stipulation — a 
position  which,  as  it  seems  to  me  on  both  grounds,  is  well 
taken.  The  policy  was  based  on  a  written  survey  in  the  form 
of  question  and  answer.    To  the  question  whether  the  mill 
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was  left  alone  at  any  time  after  the  watchman  goes  off  dntjrm 
the  morning,  the  parties  answered :  ''  Only  at  meal  times,  and 
on  the  sabbath  and  other  days  when  the  mill  does  not  ran." 
Literally  construed,  this  language  perhaps  imports  that  the 
watchman,  although  off  duty  on  the  sabbath,  was  only  so  during 
the  same  hours  as  on  other  days — a  construction  which,  it  is 
supposed,  is  confirmed  by  the  answer  to  another  intenogatoiy, 
in  which  the  parties,  when  asked  whether  there  is  a  watchman 
in  the  mill  during  the  night,  respond,  without  exception,  '^there 
is  a  watchman  nights.*^  Now,  it  seems  to  me,  that  as  the  pa^ 
ties  had  the  idea  of  the  sabbath  in  their  mindd^  and  as  all  the 
interrogatories  were  written  down  and  all  together  read  07er 
before  any  one  was  answered,  if  it  had  been  intended  that  any 
portion  of  the  sabbath  was  to  be  violated  by  service  labor, 
the  expression  used,  instead  of  being  merely  ^'nij^ts,''  woold 
have  been  "every  night,"  or  perhaps  still  stronger,  "cYery 
night,  Sundays  included."  Suppose,  speaking  of  a  pre-emi* 
nently  industrious  mechanic,  or  even  professional  man,  one 
should  say  that  be  worked  hard  o'  nights,  would  any  person 
understand  that  the  expression  was  intended  to  conrej  the 
idea  that  he  worked  after  12  P.  M.  on  Saturday,  and  before 
12  P.  M.  on  Sunday  ?  All  language,  be  it  ever  so  general, 
has  its  implied  limitations — and  even  the  man  who  is  "foiever 
at  work  "  rests  some  portion  of  the  twenty-four  hours,  and 
some  one  day  of  the  seven.  If;  then,  he  who  is  "forever  at 
work  "  rests  on  Sundays,  and  befo.e  daylight  as  well  as  after, 
he  who  works  ^'  of  nights  "  must  certainly  be  regarded  as  hav- 
ing the  same  privilege. 

As  to  so  much  of  the  loss  as  arose  from  the  destmction  of 
the  "stock,"  the  indemnity  by  the  express  terms  of  the  policy 
was  payable,  not  to  the  mill  owners,  but  to  Sheldon  &  Co.,  the 
owners  of  the  stock.  The  mill  owners,  therefore,  even  if  they 
desired  to  do  so,  could  not  assign  the  claim  to.  the  phiintilE 
They  occupied  the  same  position  in  that  respect  as  mort^ 
gagors,  taking  a  policy  in  their  own  name,  but  with  the  oiw 
ternary  clause :  **  Loss,  if  any,  payable  to  A.  B.,  mortgagee.** 
A.  B.,  and  A.  B.  only,  in  such  case — the  mortgage  being 
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unsatisfied — could  maintain  the  action.  Sheldon  &  Co.,  so  far 
as  respects  the  stock,  were  not  only  the  sole  parties  in  interest, 
but  the  sole  parties  to  whom  the  insurers,  in  case  of  loss,  had, 
as  we  have  seen  by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  contracted  to  pay. 
A  new  trial  must,  therefore,  be  granted  unless  the  plaintiff 
waives  that  portion  of  the  damages  found  by  the  jury  which  is 
applicable  solely  to  the  stock.  If  that  be  waived,  judgment 
for  the  balance  should  be  entered  for  the  plainti£ 


SUPREME  COURT. 
QoRDON  L.  FosD  agt  George  L.  Sakpsok. 

"Where  the  plaintiff  alleges  titlep  and  that  the  premises  are  in  poaseesion  of  the 
defendant,  and  demands  posaession,  an  answer  which  merely  denies  poeseesioa 
of  the  premises  does  not  pot  in  issue  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  no  qaeetioii  of 
adverse  possession  arises  in  the  case. 

To  form  an  issue  of  title  upon  the  plaintiff's  allegations,  while  a  stranger  was  hi 
possession,  claiming  the  title,  the  defendant  should  hare  set  up  title  in  him- 
■elC  or  title  out  of  the  plaintiff. 

Second  District^  Oeneral  Term,  PoughJceepsie^  May,  1869. 
Present,  LoTT,  Emott,  Brown  and  Davies,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  judgment  at  special  term. 

Bj  the  court — Brown,  Justice.  The  parties  to  this  action 
are  owners  of  separate  lots  of  ground,  adjoining  and  upon  the 
west  side  of  Columbia  street,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  and  this 
action  is  brought  to  recover  a  small  gore  of  land  six  inches 
wide  iu  the  rear  and  running  out  to  a  point  thirty-five  feet 
easterly  from  the  rear  of  the  lots,  and  which  the  plaintiff  claims 
is  included  within  the  lines  of  his  lot,  and  is  now  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  defendant.  The  proof  shows  that  the  gore  of 
land  in  controversy  is  within  the  defendant's  enclosure  and  on 
his  side  of  the  division  fence.     George  S.  Howland  owned 
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both  the  lots  in  the  year  1841,  and  is  the  common  soorce  of 
title.  He  conveyed  the  plaintiff's  lot  to  Wildes  Thomas 
Thompson,  by  deed  dated  Jane  21st,  1842,  who  conveyed 
to  William  S.  Wetmore  by  deed  dated  September  7th.  1848. 
William  S.  Wetmore  conveyed  to  the  plaintifiFby  deed  bear- 
ing date  April  19th,  1856.  The  title  deeds  of  the  defendant 
were  not  produced  upon  the  trial,  so  that  we  do  not  see  pre- 
cisely when  he  or^is  grantors  mediate  or  immediate  enter  into 
possession.  If  the  question  of  adverse  possession  arose  in 
the  case,  as  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  supposed  upon 
the  argument,  this  fact  would  have  been  important ;  but^  in 
the  view  I  shall  take  of  the  case,  it  cannot  be  of  any  conse- 
quence. 

The  complaint  sets  out  the  plaintiff's  seizin  in  fee  simple  of 
the  entire  lot  upon  the  westerly  side  of  Columbia  street^ 
describing  it  by  the  same  metes  and  bounds  as  those  contained 
in  the  several  deeds  of  conveyance  to  which  I  hi^ve  referred, 
and  then  alleges  that  the  defendant  is  in  possession  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  lot,  being  the  gore  in  controversy,  which  is  also 
described  by  metes  and  bounds.  It  also  alleges  that  possession 
of  the  gore  or  small  lot  was  demanded  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  he  refused  and  still  refuses  to  deliver  up  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff. 

To  these  distinct  and  specific  allegations  the  defendant 
answers  that  he  denies  that  he  was  in  possession  of  the 
premises  claimed  and  described  in  the  complaint.  He  also 
denies  the  demand  of  the  possession,  and  the  unlawful  with- 
holding thereo£ 

The  title  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings, 
for  nothing  is  controverted  by  the  defendant's  answer,  but  the 
defendant's  possession,  the  plaintiff's  demand  of  the  possession, 
and  the  unlawful  withholding  thereof  by  the  defendant.  No 
question  of  adverse  possession  arises  in  the  case,  for  if  it  was 
the  design  of  the  defendant  to  put  in  question  the  validity  and 
force  of  the  plaintiff's  deed  to  pass  the  title  to  the  lands  in 
dispute,  while  a  stranger  was  in  possession,  claiming  the  title, 
he  should  have  framed  his  answer  accordingly,  and  set  up  the 
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tiild  in  himself  or  title  out  of  the  plaintifl^  and  thnfl  the  title 
would  have  been  put  in  iaaue. 

Both  the  surveyors  concur  that  the  plaintuflfs  deed  coven 
the  premises  in  dispute,  and  the  letter  of  the  plaintiff  of  the 
date  «f  the  1st  of  July,  1868,  and  the  defendant's  reply  thereto 
prove  that  the  possession  was  demanded  and  refused. 

Judgment  should  be  entered  that  the  plaintiff  recover  fix>m 
the  defendant  the  premises  described  in  the  oompLaint,  with 
costs. 


SUPBEME  OOUBT. 
Yernok  p.  Notes  agt.  Josiah  H.  Bubtok  and  others. 

The  aapieme  oonrt  can,  duTing  the  year,  reoogniee  a  fiMe^ante'f  Um  as  ezistiiig  on 
piemiBee,  and  can  oontinue  the  propertj  or  keep  its  proceeds  in  ooart  8afa|eoi 
to  the  lien,  if  proper  proceedings  are  taken  to  enforce  it,  and  may  perhaps 
obtain  jariadiction  so  &r  over  the  subject  matter  as  to  order  the  lien  to  be  dia- 
charged  by  payments,  if  brought  to  a  close  within  the  year,  or  if  proceedings 
are  still  pending  for  that  puipose. 

But  this  court  can  give  no  judgment  ordering  the  proper^  to  be  sold  to  satSe^ 
the  lien,  either  before  or  after  tlie  year  expires,  because  such  judgment  caa 
only  be  rendered  by  the  common  pleas,  and  the  proceeding  is  not  one  known 
to  this  court  or  to  the  common  law. 

By  the  statute  a  mechanic's  lien  (in  the  city  of  New-Yoric)  ceases  after  one  year 
from  the  time  of  filing,  unless  the  party  filing  it,  within  that  time  oommenoea 
proceedings  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  to  bring  it  to  a  close ;  and  the  fact 
of  the  party,  in  whose  &yor  the  lien  is  filed,  being  made  a  party  to  a  foredoaure 
suit  t>f  the  premises  does  not  release  him  flrom  instituting  such  proceedings. 

A  purchaser  of  premises  in  good  faith,  without  notice,  and  for  a  yaluable  con- 
sideration, is  not  bound  to  take  notice  of  a  mechanic's  lien  filed  against  a  for- 
mer owner,  who  conveyed  the  premises  to  such  purchaser's  grantor  (whether 
fraudulently  or  not)  previous  to  the  filing  of  such  lien.  He  ia  not  boand  to 
notice  any  lien  filed  after  his  grantor's  title  was  recorded. 

New-  York  Special  Term^  May^  1859. 
Inoraham,  Justice.    On  a  reference  to  ascertain  who  waa 
entitled  to  the  surplos,  on  a  sale  of  mortgaged  premises, 
Vol.  XVIL  29 
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Bailey,  one  of  the  defendants,  claimed  the  amoant  due  lam, 
under  the  mechanics'  lien  law,  for  work  done  upon  the 
premises  sold. 

This  work  was  done  lor  Wm.  L.  Johnson,  contractor,  with 
Warren  Berrian  and  Josiah  H.  Burton,  and  the  notice  of  lien 
was  filed  on  September  28,  1857.  Berrian  never  held  the 
title  of  the  property.  Burton,  in  whom  the  title  was,  oouTeyed 
the  premises  to  Leeds  by  deed.  May  16,  1857,  and  Leeds  con- 
veyed the  premises  to  Ogden,  on  February  1,  1858,  by  deed 
recorded  February  19,  1858. 

On  the  hearing  before  the  referee,  Bailey  offered  to  prove 
the  facts  necessary  to  sustain  a  lien  against  Burton,  and  a  con- 
tract with  Berrian,  made  by  Burton  for  sale  of  premises^  and 
that  the  conveyance  to  Leeds  was  intended  to  defraud  the 
workmen  out  of  their  liens.  No  offer  was  made  to  show  that 
Ogden  was  cognizant  of  these  facts.  It  appears  to  me  there 
are  several  reasons  why  Bailey's  lien  cannot  be  enforoei 
First,  the  lien  has  expired.  By  the  statute  the  lien  ceases 
after  one  year  from  the  time  of  filing,  unless  the  party  filing  it 
within  that  time  commences  proceedings  in  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas,  to  bring  it  to  a  close.    {Sesa,  Ldtvs  1851,  p.  954.) 

The  £ict  of  his  being  made  a  party  to  this  action  does  not 
release  him.  1'he  lien  still  ceases  after  a  year,  because  he  has 
not  done  what  the  statute  declares  to  be  necessary  to  continue 
the  lien  in  force  after  that  period.  During  the  year  this  eooit 
could  recognize  the  lien  as  existing,  and  could  continue  the 
property  or  keep  its  proceeds  in  court,  subject  to  the  lien,  if 
proper  proceedings  were  taken  to  enforce  it,  and  might  per- 
haps obtain  jurisdiction  so  far  over  the  subject  matter  as  to 
order  the  lien  to  be  discharged  by  payments,  if  it  were  brought 
to  a  dose  within  the  year,  or  if  proceedings  were  still  pend- 
ing for  that  purpose.  But  they  could  give  no  judgment 
ordering  the  property  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  lien,  either 
before  or  after  the  year  expired,  because  that  judgment  can 
only  be  rendered  by  the  common  pleas,  and  the  proceeding  is 
not  one  known  to  this  court  or  to  the  common  law. 

Another  reason  why  the  defendant  Bailey  is  not  entitled  to 
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a  share  of  the  surplus  is,  that  neither  Berrian  nor  Burton  held 
the  fee  at  the  time  of  filing  the  notice  of  lien.  Burton  had 
some  months  previously  sold  the  property  to  Leeds,  whether 
fraudulently  or  not  is  immaterial,  because  Ogden  had  pur- 
chased from  Leeds  innocently  for  value  and  without  notice  of 
the  lien.  He  had  no  notice  of  the  filing  of  the  lien  in  Sep- 
tember, because  Leeds  obtained  the  title  previously,  and  whe- 
ther he  held  it  for  Burton  or  not,  Ogden,  not  knowing  that 
fact,  was  not  bound  to  take  notice  of  any  lien  filed  afler  Bur- 
ton's deed  was  recorded. 

Even  if  Ogden  had  knowledge  of  the  firaud,  the  conveyance 
was  good  between  the  parties.  The  creditors  had  their  remedy 
in  an  action  for  equitable  relief  but,  i^  instead  of  resorting  to 
that  remedy,  they  neglected  their  rights  and  suffered  their 
lien  to  expire,  it  is  now  too  late  to  ask  the  court  to  enforce  it. 

I  see  no  ground  upon  which  Bailey  is  entitled  to  relie£ 
The  ruling  of  the  referee  was  right,  and  the  order  made  by 
him  should  be  aflirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


OsMSB  B.  Wheeler  and  others,  Oommissioners  of  Excise^ 
agt  Edward  M.  Calkins. 

ThB  oonit  will  not  grant  new  iriab  for  errors  of  judgment  in  the  Jnrj  in  weighing 

the  eyidence,  in  peUEd  actions  and  those  of  a  kindred  chaiaotsr,  where  the 

Yerdict  is  for  the  defendant 
So  hdd  in  this  case,  where  tlie  action  was  for  a  violation  of  the  excise  law  of 

1857,  and  the  Jaiy  rendered  a  yerdict  for  the  defendant,  as  it  seeing  direotij 

against  the  eyidenoe. 

Albany  General  Term,  Jfarch^  1869. 

Habris,  Gould  and  Hooebooh,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiffs  from  a  jadgment  Ten- 
dered in  favor  of  the  defendant  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
Sullivan  county,  and  certified  to  this  court  by  the  county 
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judge  of  that  county,  on  account  of  his  affinity  to  one  of  the 
appellants.  The  action  was  to  recover  two  penalties  of  |50 
each,  for  a  violation  of  the  excise  law  of  1857,  in  selling  strong 
and  spirituous  liquors  and  wines  in  quantities  less  than  five 
gallons  at  a  time  without  having  a  license  therefor,  the  same 
being  alleged  to  have  been  sold  not  to  be  drank  in  the  defend- 
ant's inn,  tavern  or  hotel.  The  defendant  had  a  tavern  keep- 
er's (but  not  a  grocer's)  license,  which  allowed  him  to  sell 
liquors  and  wines  to  be  drank  in  his  inn,  tavern  or  hotel.  The 
plainti£&  proved  repeated  sales  of  liquors  bj  defendant  to 
different  persons,  in  one  case  half  a  gallon,  in  another  a  pint 
of  brandy,  in  another  a  pint  of  rum,  in  another  a  pint  of 
whisky,  all  of  which  was  taken  out  of  the  defendant's  hoxiae 
and  drank  out  of  the  same.  The  cause  being  submitted  to  the 
jury,  they  returned  a  verdict  of  "  no  cause  of  action,"  on  which 
the  justice  rendered  a  judgment  for  defendant^  with  $6  ooste^ 
and  the  plaintiflb  appealed. 

W.  J.  (}b,oo^  for  plaintiffs. 
L  Akdebson, /or  defendant. 

By  the  court— Hogeboom,  Justice.  The  evidence  of  a  vio- 
lation of  the  statute  is  very  decided-ralmost  irresistible. 
Everything  was  positively  proved,  except  the  defendant's 
intent  that  the  liquor  sold  should  be  drank  out  of  his  house^ 
and  as  to  that,  the  circumstances  showing  such  intent  were 
so  strong  that  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  jury  could  have 
come  to  a  conclusion  fiivorable  to  the  defendant  Never- 
theless they  have  done  so,  and  the  sole  question  is,  whether, 
this  being  a  penal  action,  and  the  verdict  being  for  the  defend- 
ant, the  court  will  interfere  simply  upon  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence.  No  rule  of  law 
seems  to  have  been  violated.  It  is  not  pretended  that  the 
defendant's  license  authorized  sales  of  liquor  to  be  drank  off 
from  the  premises,  nor  would  such  a  pretence,  if  made,  have 
been  sustainable,  {ifoore  agt  Benson,  15  Wend.  260.)  But 
the  difficulty  in  the  plaintiff's  case  consists  in  the  rule  adopted 
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by  the  courts,  and  seemingly  well  established  and  unifonnlj 
acted  on,  not  to  grant  new  trials  for  errors  of  judgment  in  the 
jury  in  weighing  the  evidence  in  penal  actions  and  those  of  a 
kindred  character,  where  the  verdict  is  for  the  defendant 
The  rule  has  become  firmly  fixed  and  has  been  repeatedly 
recognized  by  this  court  {Seymour  agt  Day^  2  Strange^  899 ; 
MaUison  agt  AUanson,  2  Strange^  1238 ;  Comfort  agt  Thomp- 
son, 10  Johns.  101 ;  Baker  agt  Richardson,  1  OoweUj  77  ;  Jarvis 
agt  Hathaway,  8  Johns,  180 ;  Hurten  agt  Hopkins,  9  Johns. 
86  ;  RundeU  agt  BuUer,  10  Wend.  119 ;  Overseers  of  the  Poor 
of  Rochester  agt.  Lunt,  15  Wend.  565 ;  Mansfield  agt  Wheeler^ 
28  Wend.  79;  Laioyer  agt.  Smith,  1  Den.  207.)  The  cases 
are  so  numerous  that  I  am  unwilling  to  disturb  them,  and  as 
there  is  no  allegation  of  tampering  with,  or  misconduct  of  the 
jury,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Jackson  agt  Fassit. 

'When  A  caitfe  is  tried  at  the  etrcoit  and  exoepttoDs  are  taken  to  tiie  charge  of 
the  judge,  and  Judgment  is  entered  up,  another  judge  sLiiiDg  at  epeciai  term  has 
no  junsdidion  to  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  each  ezceptioDs  solely.  One 
judge  cannot  reviewr,  and  perhaps  reverse,  the  opiniona  of  one  of  his  brethren 
having  predselj  the  same  authority  as  himselfl 

The  remedy  of  the  unsuccessful  party,  after  a  final  judgment  at  the  drouit,  is  aa 
application  for  a  new  trial  at  the  general  term,  by  a  regular«af^p«a2  hi  the  mode 
prescribed. 

The  judge  holding  the  circuit  may,  before  rendering  final  judgment^  hear  further 
argument,  and  grant  a  new  trial,  if  upon  more  mature  reflection  it  should 
appear  proper;  or  lend  the  case  direcdy  (without  final  jndgment)  to  the 
general  term« 

New-  York  Special  Term,  January,  1869. 
MonoK  for  a  new  trial  on  exceptions. 

a 
Roosevelt,  Justice.  .  This  cause  was  tried  at  the  circuit 
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Certain  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  defendant  to  tbe  charge 
of  the  judge,  and  a  motion  is  now  made  at  special  term  before 
a  different  judge,  on  the  exceptions  thus  taken,  and  on  no 
other  grounds,  for  a  new  trial  after  judgment  has  been  entered 
up.  'J'he  effect  of  such  motions,  if  entertained,  it  is  obvioua, 
is  to  present  the  unseemly  spectacle  of  a  single  judge  review- 
ing, and,  it  may  be,  reversing,  the  opinions  of  one  of  his 
brethren  having  precisely  the  same  authority  as  himself 

It  is  said  the  Code,  whether  seemly  or  unseemly,  warrants 
tbe  pnx^eding.  Section  265  declares  that  a  motion  for  a  Dew 
trial,  on  exceptions^  must,  in  the  first  instance,  be  heard  and 
decided  at  "  the  circuit  or  special  term,"  unless  thejud/je  at  the 
trial  directs  them  to  be  heard  first  at  general  term,  and  in  the 
meantime  suspends  the  judgment.  A  fair  interpretation  of 
this  clause  would  seem  to  be,  that  the  judge  holding  "the 
circuit  or  special  term  "  at  which  the  cause  was  tried,  and 
whose  rulings  were  excepted  to,  might,  be/are  rendering  final 
judgment,  on  his  own  first  impressions,  be  called  upon  to  hear 
furih  r  argument  arid  to  grant  a  new  trial,  if  upon  more  mature 
reflecli(»n  it  should  appear  proper ;  or,  to  send  the  case  directlj 
without  final  judgment  to  the  general  term.  Indeed,  the  264th 
aecrion  expressly  provides  that  the  judge  "  who  tries  the 
cause"  may,  in  his  discretion,  entertain  a  motion,  to  be  made 
on  his  minutes,  to  set  aside  a  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  on 
exceptions ;  but  in  that  case  the  motion  can  only  be  heard  at 
the  Siime  term  or  circuit.  It  is  the  same  judge  and  not  another 
wbo  rehears  the  objections.  And  this  he  does  not  after,  but 
before  judgment.  Instead  of  permitting  the  clerk  to  "enter 
judgment  in  conformity  with  the  verdict,"  he  directs  him  to 
enter  "an  order  that  the  cause  be  reserved  for  argument  or 
further  consideration,"  in  other  words,  that  the  judgment  be 
suspended  for  his  own  review  of  the  exceptions  prior  to  the 
review  by  the  general  term.  And  this  interpretation  is  in 
harmony  with  the  language  of  the  title  on  appeals,  which 
declares,  that "  the  only  mode  of  Teviemugajtidgmeni  or  order 
in  a  civil  action  shall  be  that  prescribed  by  this  tide."  A 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  after  judgment,  on  exceptions  merely, 
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is,  in  effect,  an  appeal  upon  the  law ;  and  is  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  a  mere  *'  mode  of  reviewing  that  judgment"  Is  it 
the  mode  prescribed  by  the  title  referred  to  7  An  appeal 
upon  the  law,  in  all  cases,  says  section  848,  may  be  taken  to 
(he  general  fcrm,  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  direction  of  a 
single  judge  of  the  same  court;  and  it  must  be  taken,  says 
section  382,  within  thirty  days  after  written  notice  of  "tho 
judgment"  As  the  mode  prescribed,  therefore,  in  such  cases 
is  by  appeal  to  the  general  term,  and  as  that  is  the  only  mode 
prescribed,  any  other  mode  of  effecting  a  review  is,  in  effect, 
prohibited.  The  unsuccessful  party,  if  he  desires  it,  afkor 
judgment  at  the  circuit,  must  apply  for  a  new  trial  at  the 
general  term;  and  that  he  can  only  do  by  a  regular  appeal 
taken  in  the  mode  prescribed.  The  general  term,  "  upon  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment,  may,  if  necessary,  or  proper,  order  a 
new  trial"    (§  880.) 

The  defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial  must,  consequently, 
be  denied,  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  special  term  to  enter- 
tain the  proceeding;  ard  also,  if  necessary,  it  may  be  added 
in  the  order,  for  want  of  merits  in  the  exceptions,  so  that,  if 
the  general  term,  on  appeal  from  this  order,  should  be  of 
opinion  that  there  was  jurisdiction,  the  whole  subject,  and  not 
the  point  of  practice  alone,  may  be  reviewed. 

The  case  cited  from  Duct's  Reports  only  goes  the  length  of 
holding  that,  where  a  judgment  is  entered  as  security,  a  motion 
£3r  a  new  trial  on  exceptions'  may  be  entertained.  Such  a 
judgment  differs  from  a  final  adjudication.  It  stands  by 
agreement  upon  the  footing  of  a  lien  merely — a  sort  of  pro* 
visional  security — which  the  party  is  estopped  from  setting 
up  as  a  bar  to  a  motion  as  distinguished  from  an  appeal.  It 
is  not  a  final  adjudication  of  the  judge  at  circuit  upon  the 
whole  matter  including  the  exceptions  duly  entered  of  record. 
Were  it  so,  it  could  only  be  reviewed  by  appeal  (in  the  nature 
cf  a  writ  of  error)  to  a  higher  tribunal,  or  to  a  higher  branch 
of  the  same  tribunaL 
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SUPBEME  COURT. 

HiBAM  W.  Bostwick,  respondent,  agt  Thk  Tioga  Bailboab 
Company,  appellants. 

Wliere  an  attachment  was  issaed  and  levied  on  sufficient  property  to  satiafy  tiie 
plaintiflTs  claim  (orer  $3,000)  in  the  action,  and  the  attachment  was  snbee- 
qaently  discharged  by  the  defendants'  giving  the  requisite  bond,  and  after  IsBiie 
joined,  and  the  cause  noticed  for  trial  and  on  the  calendar  at  the  circaiti  the 
parties  settled — ^the  defendants  agreemg  to  pay  a  certain  sum,  and  ^*  (Aa  jploAi- 
Uff^a  costs  <md  diabumemenie  in  (he  action." 

EMf  that  it  was  not  a  case  in  which  an  additional  oZZotraiioe  could  be  made  under 
section  308 — ^there  was  no  recovery  within  the  meaning  of  that  section. 

Bach  a  case  is  provided  for  by  section  322,  which  limits  the  coats  to  the  proTirioos 
of  section  304^  the  items  of  which  are  enumerated  and  defined  in  section  309. 

Argvjed  Monroe  General  Term,  &ptemberj  1858,  decided  Jfcth 
roe  Oenercd  Ihrm,  December,  1858. 

Welles,  Smith  and  Johnson,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  part  of  an  order  made  at  special  term,  which 
order  contains  a  statement  of  the  facts,  and  is  in  the  words  and 
figures  following : 

"  This  action  was  commenced  in  August,  ,1855,  and  at  tlie 
time  of  commencing  the  action  an  attachment  was  issued  to 
the  sheriff  of  Steuben  county,  and  levied  on  sufficient  prop- 
erty of  the  defendants,  to  wit:  railroad  cars,  to  satisfy  the 
amount  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  which  exceeded  the  sum  of 
$3,000,  which  property  was  delivered  by  the  sheriff  to  a 
receiptor,  and  a  few  days  after  the  levy  of  the  attachment  the 
defendants  appeared  in  the  action  and  discharged  the  attach- 
ment upon  the  order  of  the  judge  who  issued  the  same,  by 
giving  a  bond  for  that  purpose  pursuant  to  statute.  No  in- 
ventory or  appraisal  was  made. 

'*  The  defendants  served  an  answer  and  the  cause  was  noticed 
for  trial  at  the  June  circuit  for  Steuben  county,  1858,  and 
placed  on  the  calendar,  and  during  the  circuit  the  same  was 
settled  by  the  agreement  of  the  defendants  to  pay  in  satis&cuon 
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of  the  plaintifirs  demand,  a  sum  exceeding  $1,500,  and  to  pay 
the  plaintiff's  coBts  and  disbursements  in  the  action,  all  which| 
escept  said  costs  and  disbursements,  have  been  paid. 

*'  After  hearing  Mr.  Irvine,  for  defendant,  in  &yor  of  striking 
out  said  items,  and  Mr.  Spencer,  for  plaintiff,  opposed:  Or^ 
dered,  that  the  said  sum  of  $58.88,  charged  as  sheriff's  fees  on 
attachment,  be  struck  from  said  bill,  except  so  much  thereof 
as  said  sheriff  is  entitled  to  by  way  of  a  specific  sum  allowed 
to  sheriff  for  serving  attachment  and  making  his  return  there- 
to, and  his  travel  fee  for  making  such  service. 

''And  further  ordered  that,  as  to  the  said  item  of  $60,  charged 
as  extra  allowance  on  attachment,  said  motion  be  denied,  and 
that  the  same  be  allowed  as  a  part  of  the  costs,  to  be  paid  pur- 
suant to  the  said  agreement." 

The  defendant  appealed  firom  so  much  of  the  order  as  denies 
the  motion  to  strike  out  the  item  of  $60,  charged  as  extra 
allowance  on  the  attachment,  and  directs  the  same  to  be 
allowed  as  part  of  the  costs  to  be  paid  pursuant  to  the  agree- 
ment 

William  Irvinb,  jw  appdUmt 
Oeoboe  T.  Spencer,  >r  respondent 

By  the  court — ^Welles,  Justice.  Section  804  provides  for 
the  allowance  of  costs  of  course  to  the  plaintiff  upon  a  recovery^ 
in  the  following  cases.  The  section  then  proceeds  with  an 
enumeration  of  the  cased,  &c.,  the  fourth  of  which  is :  "In  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  money,  where  the  plaintiff  shall 
recover  $50  or  more." 

Section  305  provides  that  costs  shall  be  allowed  of  course 
to  the  defendant,  in  the  actions  mentioned  in  section  801| 
unless  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to  costs  therein. 

Section  806  provides  respecting  costs  in  other  actions. 

Section  807  provides  what  items  shall  be  recovered  when 
costs  are  allowed. 

Section  808,  as  amended  in  1857,  provides  that,  in  addition 
to  these  allowances,  there  shall  be  allowed  to  the  plaintiff 
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upon  the  recovery  of  judgment  by  him  in  any  aotion  for  ibe 
partition  of  real  property,  or  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgagei 
or  in  which  a  warrant  of  attachment  has  been  issued,  or  for  an 
adjudication  upon  a  will  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  and 
in  proceedings  to  compel  the  determination  of  claims  to  real 
property,  the  sum  of  ten  per  cent  on  the  recovery  as  in  the 
next  section  prescribed,  for  any  amount  not  exceeding  $200; 
an  additional  sum  of  five  per  cent  for  any  additional  amount 
not  exceeding  $400,  and  an  additional  sum  of  two  per  cent 
for  any  additional  amount  not  exceeding  $1,000. 

Section  809,  as  amended  in  1857,  declares  that  these  Tales 
shall  be  estimated  upon  the  value  of  the  property  claimed  or 
attached,  or  affected  by  the  adjudication  upon  the  will  or  other 
instrument,  or  sought  to  be  partitioned,  or  the  amount  found 
due  upon  the  mortgage  in  an  action  for  a  foreclosure,  &c^  &c 

This  section  was  again  amended  in  1858,  by  adding  the 
following : 

*'  In  difficult  and  extraordinary  cases,  where  a  trial  has  been 
had,  and  in  any  of  the  actions  or  proceedings  specified  in 
section  808,  the  court  may  also,  in  its  discretion,  make  a  fur* 
ther  allowance  to  any  party  not  exceeding  five  per  oent  upon 
the  amount  of  the  recovery  or  claimJ^ 

Section  822  provides  that,  upon  the  settlement^  before  judg- 
ment, of  any  action  mentioned  in  section  30*1,  no  greater  sum 
shall  be  demanded  from  the  defendant,  as  costs,  than  at  the 
rate  prescribed  in  that  section. 

The  foregoing  are  all  the  provisions  of  the  Code  to  which  it 
is  necessary  to  refer  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  question. 
It  will  be  perceived  that  section  808  is  the  only  authority  for 
an  extra  allowance  in  any  case  whatever,  and  specifies  the 
cases  in  which  such  an  allowance  may  be  made.  It  gives  the 
allowance  only  upon  the  recovery  of  judgment 

The  word  recovery  alone  is  afterwards  mentioned  in  die 
same  section,  and  also  in  section  809,  but  they  are  clearly 
referable  to  that  part  of  section  808  which  describes  and  spe- 
cifies the  cases  for  an  additional  allowance,  wheje  they  are 
characterized  as  cases  upon  the  recovery  of  judgment 
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This  is  the  kind  of  recovery  afterwards  mentioned,  i^  indeed, 
there  can  be  any  other  kind,  in  a  legal  sense. 

In  the  present  case  there  was  no  recovery  of  judgment,  but 
after  the  action  proceeded  to  issue  and  was  noticed  for  trials 
and  v^as  on  the  calendar  at  the  Steuben  circuit  in  June,  1858| 
the  parties  settled,  by  the  agreement  of  the  defendant,  to  pay, 
in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  a  sum  exceeding 
$5,000,  and  to  pay  the  plaintifTs  costs  and  disbursements  in 
the  action.  It  is  not  a  case,  therefore,  in  which  an  additional 
allowance  can  be  made  under  section  SOS,  but  is  provided  for 
by  section  822,  which  limits  the  costs  in  such  cases  to  the  pro* 
visions  of  section  304,  the  items  of  which  are  enumerated  and 
defined  in  section  807, 

The  order,  so  far  as  the  same  is  appealed  from,  should  be 
reversed,  and  the  item  of  extra  or  additional  allowance  of  $60 
should  be  stricken  out  of  the  bill,  with  $10  costs  of  the 
appeal. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


In  the  matter  of  the  petition  of  Fbederick  J.  Beams  and 
others  to  vacate  assessment  for  flagging,  &c.,  Mott  street 

A  resolution  of  the  common  ooancQ  of  the  city  of  New-York,  adopted  by  one 
board  in  one  year,  and  by  the  other  in  the  succeeding  year,  an  election  of  one 
or  both  boards  having  taken  plaoe  intermediate,  is  invalid.  {Wdknon  agi 
Siary,  22  Barb.  414.) 

The  act  of  1858,  "  in  relation  to  ftands  in  assessments  for  local  improTemcnts  in 
the  city  of  New-York."  auchorizmg  an  application  by  an  aggrieved  party  to  a 
Justice  of  the  supreme  court  to  vacate  any  assessment,  Ac,  applies  to  ancM 
ments  made  either  b^bre  or  after  its  passaga 

Nm'Yin'kSpe(nal  Term,  May,  1869. 

Abraham  R  Lawrence,  Jil,  for  petitioner. 
BiCHARD  Busteed,  corporation  counsel,  for  the  city. 
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Ingbahaic,  Justice.  This  petition  is  presented  under  the 
act  of  1858  {p.  574),  to  set  aside  an  assessment  for  flagging  in 
Mott  street)  on  the  ground  of  irregularity.  The  resolution  and 
ordinance  under  which  the  work  was  done  were  adopted 
during  different  years  in  the  common  council,  the  same  hay* 
ing  been  passed  by  the  board  of  councilmen  in  February, 
1865,  and  by  the  board  of  aldermen  in  August,  1856.  It  is 
unnecessary  for  me  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  question 
whether  an  act  of  the  common  council  can  be  valid,  which 
was  adopted  by  one  board  in  one  year,  and  by  the  other  in 
the  succeeding  year,  an  election  of  members  of  one  or  both 
boards  having  taken  place  intermediate  the  action  of  the  two 
boards.  The  general  term  of  this  district,  in  Wetmore  agL 
Shry  (22  Barb.  414),  have  held  that  such  an  act  is  not  valid 
as  a  resolution  of  the  common  oounciL  Whatever  may  be  my 
views  of  that  question,  I  am  controlled  by  this  decision.  Con- 
sidering this  question  as  settied  by  the  supreme  court,  it  is 
clear  that  there  has  been  a  legal  irregularity  in  the  passing  of 
the  ordinance,  and  that  any  proceedings  under  it  are  un- 
authorized. The  counsel  for  the  corporation,  however,  objects 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  act  was  passed  after  the  assessment  was 
laid,  the  same  is  not  affected  by  that  law,  and  that  the  statute 
under  which  this  relief  is  sought  was  not  intended  to  be  retro- 
active in  its  operation,  but  should  be  confined  to  assessments 
thereafter  laid.  I  was  at  first  inclined  to  adopt  such  a  con- 
clusion, from  the  manifest  impropriety  of  the  passage  of  laws 
which,  in  their  operation,  were  to  affect  existing  rights,  and 
if  such  was  the  effect  of  this  proceeding,  I  should  still  be  dis- 
posed to  adopt  the  rule.  The  act  itself  is  sufficiently  com- 
prehensive to  cover  both  classes  of  assetasments,  those  adopted 
and  assessed  before  the  passage  of  the  statute  as  well  as  after- 
wards. But,  upon  more  reflection,  I  have  come  to  the  condu- 
sion  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  which  will  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  act  upon  assessments  laid  previous  to  its 
passage.  There  are  no  rights  acquired  which  are  affected  by 
it  If  the  assessment  was  illegal  and  void,  in  consequence  of 
the  illegal  passage  of  the  ordinance,  no  right  was  acquired 
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under  such  assessmefits  which  could  be  legally  enforced.  A 
full  and  ample  remedy  now  exists  by  action  against  any  one 
attempting  to  enforce  an  illegal  asBessment,  although  such 
remedy  is  difficult  and  not  often  resorted  to  on  account  of  its 
expense,  and  perhaps  uncertainty  attending  a  long  litigation. 
The  legislature  have,'  by  the  present  statute,  provided  an  easier, 
dieaper,  and  more  expeditious  mode  of  attaining  the  same 
result  I  can  consider  the  proceeding  as  only  affecting  or 
adding  to  the  remedy,  and  not  interfering  with  vested  rights, 
and  in  that  view  the  statute  should  be  sustained.  I  concur 
in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Dayies  in  the  case  of  the  assess- 
ment for  flagging  Fifty-fourth  street,  as  to  the  beneficial 
operation  of  this  act  To  those  whose  interests  are  most 
affected  by  Ulegal  assessments,  it  affords  a  very  suitable 
remedy,  without  rendering  it  necessary  for  them  to  incur  the 
hazard  and  delay  which  would  follow  from  the  old  mode  oi 
relief  viz. :  to  contest  the  legality  of  the  proceedings  after  the 
property  has  been  sold  for  the  assessment^  and  then  assuming 
the  risk  that  by  an  adverse  decision  they  may  lose  the  prop- 
erty so  sold.  My  conclusions  are  that  the  statute  applies  to 
assessments  made  either  before  or  after  its  passage ;  that  in 
the  present  case  the  proceedings  were  irregular,  and  that  judg- 
ment must  be  rendered  declaring  such  assessment  vacated,  and 
directing  that  the  lien  created  thereby  shall  cease. 


SUPREME  COUET. 


Allen  Atbault  agt  William  H.  Sackett,  impleaded  with 
EusHA  B.  Sackett. 

Until  the  deaision  of  •  rtfertu  is  signed  by  him,  and  the  report  filed  or  (Mtvsred 
fat  that  purpose,  he  may  change  or  modifj  it  to  anj  extent  in  oonfbrmity  with 
his  better  judgment;  and  he  may  open  the  cause  for  a  fhrther  hearing  and 
reoeiye  eyidenoe  upon  any  question  on  whioh  he  may  desire  new  or  additional 
lig^t 
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Bat  referees  should  be  ezceedioglj  careful  not  to  expose  fhemselTas  to  appBo»- 
tioDB  for  their  decisions  from  either  side,  bj  advising  them  in  respect  to  their 
conduslons  in  advanoe  of  the  delivery  of  their  report  Shoold  the  power  of 
referees  in  such  instaaoee  be  abased,  the  court  would  apply  a  remec^  after  the 
report  should  be  made^  on  the  fact  of  sach  abuse  being  shown. 

Stevben  Circuity  3(2  Monday  June,  1858. 

Motion  to  compel  referee  to  deliver  to  the  defendant  a 
report  in  his  favor  in  accordance  with  his  decision  as  announced 
to  the  defendant's  attorney. 

J.  Wood,  Ju^Jbr  defimdanL 
SooTT  LoED,  for  plaintiff. 

Johnson,  Justice.  In  CUavdamd  agt  Hunter  (1  Wend.  104), 
after  the  parties  had  submitted  their  cause  and  the  referees 
had  retired,  they  called  the  parties  bef(»re  them,  and  informed 
them  that  they  were  desirous  to  hear  further  testimony  on  a 
question  on  which  they  were  in  doubt,  and  proposed  to  adjoom 
to  a  future  day  for  that  purpose.  The  plaintiffs  counsel  ob- 
jected,  but  the  referees  adjourned  to  another  day,  and  gave 
the  plain tiflPs  aitorney  notice  that  they  would  proceed  on  such 
adjourned  day,  and  hear  further  proof.  On  motion  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  to  compel  the  referees  to  report  without  hear- 
ing farther  proo^  the  court  denied  the  motion,  holding  that 
the  referees  had  the  right,  after  the  cause  was  submitted,  to 
open  it  and  hear  fuirther  evidence  and  to  adjourn  for  that 
purpose. 

In  Padcer  a^  French  {Lahr's  Sup.  103),  after  the  cause  was 
summed  up,  and  submitted,  the  referee  intimated  an  opinion 
adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  as  to  one  of  the  notes  on  which  the 
action  was  brought  The  plaintiff,  thereupon,  applied  to  the ' 
referee  to  open  the  case  and  hear  further  evidence  on  the  sub- 
ject The  referee,  ascertaining  that  one  of  the  defendant's 
witnesses  had  left,  declined  to  open  the  case  for  further  evi- 
dence,  either  at  that  time,  or  at  any  subsequent  time,  on  the 
sole  ground  that  he  had  no  power  to  do  so.  The  court,  on 
motion,  held  that  the  referee  had  power,  and  as  he  had  placed 
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hifl  decision  on  that  ground  alone,  let  the  plaintiff  in  on  teims 
to  give  further  evideDoe. 

In  Dagaid  agt.  Ogilvie  (1  Abbott,  146),  after  the  cause  had 
been  submitted  several  days,  the  referee,  on  his  own  motioui 
opened  the  cause,  and  gave  notice  to  the  parties  that  he  should 
allow  the  plaintiff  to  give  further  evidence  as  to  the  eonsider- 
ation  of  the  note.  The  defendant's  counsel  objected,  and  the 
common  pleas  of  New-York  held  that  the  referee  had  the  right 
to  open  the  cause,  and  hear  further  evidence  under  such  oir* 
cumstances. 

The  decisions  reported  go,  I  think,  to  this  extent,  that  the 
case  is  within  the  control  of  the  referee  until  his  decision  is 
made,  and  the  report  is  filed,  or  at  least  delivered  to  the  suc- 
cessful party  for  that  purpose.  His  decision  is  not  made  until 
his  report  is  signed  and  delivered.  At  any  time  before  this 
he  may  change,  or  modify  it  to  any  extent,  in  conformity  with 
his  l>etter  judgment^  And  as  long  as  he  has  control  of  the 
cause  I  do  not  see  why  he  may  not  open  it  for  a  farther  hear- 
ing, and  receive  evidence  upon  any  question  on  wbich  he  may 
desire  new  or  additional  light 

The  only  objection  to  such  a  practice  is,  its  liability  to  abuse 
in  the  hands  of  easy  or  facile  referees,  after  parties  have  ascer* 
tained  at  what  particular  point  the  stress  of  the  case  lies,  in 
the  mind  of  the  referee.  There  is  no  reason  to  apprehend  any 
abuse  in  this  instance,  but  referees,  on  the  score  of  proprietyi 
should  be  exceedingly  careful  not  to  expose  themselves  to 
such  applications  from  either  side,  by  advising  them  in  respect 
to  their  conclusions  in  advance  of  the  delivery  of  their  report 
Should  the  power  be  abused,  the  court  would  apply  a  remedy, 
after  the  report  should  be  made,  on  the  &ct  of  such  abuse 
being  shown.  In  this  case  the  referee  certainly  had  not  de- 
cided the  cause.  He  had,  however,  come  to  a  conclusion  in 
his  own  mind,  which  he  had  expressed  to  the  defendant's 
counsel,  and  which  he  had  committed  to  paper  in  the  form  of 
an  opinion.  But  this  opinion  was  not  binding  upon  him.  He 
might  have  altered  it,  and  formed  and  written  a  different  one 
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the  «ext  day,  had  his  judgment  bo  dictated,  and  neither  partf 
could  have  prevented  it 

The  referee  having  the  power  to  open  the  cause  for  further 
evidence,  the  court  will  presume  that  he  has  exercised  it  pru- 
dentlj  and  discreetlj,  until  the  contrary  is  shown  in  a  r^ular 
proceeding  to  set  aside  the  report  or  judgment. 

Motion  denied,  with  $10  costs  of  opposing. 


SUPREME  OOTIRT. 

The  Nirw-YoRK  and  New-Haven  Railroad  CoifPAinr  agt 
Robert  Schuyler  and  others.        ^ 

The  respectiye  defendants  in  this  action  who  had  preTionaly  oommenoed  actioDB 
against  the  plaintifEs,  upon  oertiflcates  of  stock  of  the  plaintifi^  iflsaed  by  the 
defendant  Schujler,  were  resirained  by  if^vmeUon  (torn  the  fhrther  proaecnyoQ 
of  those  actions,  until  the  determination  of  this  action,  on  the  ground  that  the 
equity  of  the  complaint  in  this  action,  resting  on  the  allegation  that  the  plam- 
tiflSs  had  ascertained  that  such  certificates  d  stock  held  by  the  defendants  were 
frandulently  issued  by  Schuyler,  and  were  in  fiict  of  the  ciaas  and  desoriptiqn 
decided  by  the  court  d  appeals  (3  Kern,  699)  to  be  void,  was  not  deiued  nor 
impeached. 

And  further,  that  the  omnibus  suit  (so  called)  haying  been  brought  by  the  pli^- 
tiflb  agaiDst  all  the  numerous  holders  of  the  spurious  certificates,  and  sustained 
by  the  court  of  appeals,  for  the  cancellation  of  aU  such  spurious  certificate^  as 
clouds  upon  the  title  of  the  plaintilft,  it  followed  that  the  pkintifib  had  a  right 
to  restrain  by  temporary  injunction  any  action  or  proceeding  against  the  plain- 
tii&  founded  upon  any  of  such  spurious  certificates  as  genuine. 

Nsw-  York  Special  Term^  June^  1869. 
Motion  for  injunction. 

Wm.  Curtis  Notes,  for  plaint^s. 

J.  E.  BuRRiLL,  Jr.,  D.  D.  Lord,  E.  S.  Van  Winkle,  &  R 
EL  JuDAH,  W.  H.  Dickinson,  A.  Mann,  Jr.,  W.  M.  EvAim, 
F.  B.  CuTTiNO,  and  Bapallo  &  ClarIc,  Jbr  tfte  several 
defendants. 
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Sutherland,  Justice.  Having  carefollj  examined  tha 
papers^  submitted  in  this  matter,  and  duly  considered  the  argu- 
ments  of  counsel  and  the  authorities  cited,  I  shall  merely  state 
the  conclusions  at  which  I  have  arrived. 

First,  That  in  the  case  of  the  Mechanics^  Bank  agt  The 
NbW'  York  and  New-Haven  Bailroad  Chmpany  (8  Klemanj  600), 
the  certificates  of  stock  made  and  issued  by  Bobert  Schuyler, 
beyond  the  $3,000,000  of  capital  stock  limited  and  allowed  by 
the  charter,  were  void,  whether  in  the  hands  of  parties  to 
whom  they  had  been  directly  given  or  issued  by  Schuyler,  or 
in  the  hands  of  bona  fide  transferees  of  such  parties,  and  that 
no  action  against  the  company  could  be  maintained  upon  any 
of  the  certificates  constituting  or  representing  such  over  issue ; 
and  that  the  holders  of  such  certificates  were  not  entitled  to 
any  legal  remedy  or  relief fimnded  on  such  certificates  as  valid; 
or  on  the  theory  that  the  holders  thereof  tvere  stockholders^  or  bad 
the  rights  of  stockholders. 

Second.  That  this  decision,  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  this 
over  issue  was  absolutely  void,  even  in  the  hands  of  a  first 
ttJcer  from  Schuyler,  without  notice  and  in  good  fitith,  was 
not  overruled  or  materially  impaired  or  modified,  by  the  sub* 
sequent  decision  of  the  same  court  in  the  case  of  Farmers^  and 
Mechanics^  Bank  agt.  The  Butchers^  and  Drovers^  Bank  (16  N. 
Y.  R.  125),  because,  independent  of  the  point  or  question  of 
negotiability,  there  was  this  real  difference  between  the  two 
cases,  arising  from  a  difference  in  the  acts  and  the  conse- 
quences of  the  acts  (if  held  valid)  of  the  officers  or  agents  of 
the  two  defendant  corporations,  as  to  which,  and  the  eSect  and 
consequences  of  which,  the  questions  in  the  two  cases  aros^ 
viz. :  In  the  first  case  the  court  could  not  have  held  that  the 
defendant  should  not  be  permitted  to  deny  the  authority  of 
Schuyler  to  make  and  issue  certificates  of  stock  beyond  the 
$3,000,000  of  capital  stock,  even  for  the  purpose  of  compelling 
the  defendant  to  respond  in  damages,  on  the  theory  that  the 
over  issue  was  genuine,  without  holding  that  an  estoppel  could 
and  should  operate  to  repeal  even  a  legislative  limitation; 
whereas,  to  hold,  in  the  case  against  the  Butchers'  and  Drovers' 
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Bank,  that  the  oorporation  was  bound  by  the  certificafte  of  the 
teller  in  tbe  bands  of  a  bona  fide  holder,  and  sbould  not  be 
permitted  to  deny  the  truth  of  the  &ct  certified  by  the  teller, 
oompelled  tbe  corporation  to  respond  in  damages  for  the  fidse 
certificate  of  its  officer,  without  involying  any  sudi  extraor- 
dinary consequence  or  doctrine. 

Third,  That  more  recently  the  court  of  appeals  in  this  case 
(the  omnibus  suit,  so  called),  in  deciding  the  questions  raibed 
by  the  demurrer  of  one  of  the  defendants,  Cross,  to  the  com- 
plaint, not  only  took  the  view  above  expressed  of  their  deciaon 
and  its  intent,  in  the  case  of  the  Mechanics^  Bank  agt  The  Neuh 
York  and  New-Haven  Bailroad  Chmpany,  but  decided  that  the 
spurious  certificates  of  stock,  issued  by  Schuyler  beyond  the 
$3,000,000  of  capital  stock,  were  clouds  upon  the  title  of 
the  genuine  stockholders  which  a  court  of  equity  will  remove, 
and  that  the  corporation  had  properly  instituted  this  action  for 
the  cancellation  of  all  such  spurious  certificates,  and  had  prop- 
erly made  parties  defendant  in  the  action  all  the  numerous  hoU- 
era  o/the  spuruma  certificates. 

Fourth,  That  this  action  having  been  brought,  and  thus 
sustained  by  the  court  of  appeals,  for  the  cancellation  of  ofi 
such  spurious  certificates,  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  restrain, 
by  temporary  injunction,  any  action  or  proceeding  against  the 
plaintiff  founded  upon  any  of  such  spurious  certificates  as 
genuine,  follows. 

Fifth.  The  general  term  of  this  court  having  recently  ao 
held  and  decided,  and  on  appeals  by  the  plaintiff  from  several 
orders  made  at  special  term,  dissolving  tbe  injunction  which 
had  been  granted  pendente  Ute^  against  all  ^e  defendants^ 
except  such  as  had  commenced  suits  against  the  plaintiff  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  on  account  of  certificates 
of  stock  and  of  stock  transfers,  alleged  in  the  complaint  in  this 
action  to  be  spurious  and  to  have  been  unauthorized,  having 
made  several  orJers  restoring  such  original  injunction,  no  other 
or  further  injunction  order  is  necessary  or  pnq>er  as  to  any  of 
the  defendants  in  this  action,  except  those  who  had  so  ecm- 
menced  actions  against  the  plaintiff  prior  to  this  action ;  and, 
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therefore,  the  order  to  show  cause  must  be  dischargod,  and 
this  motion  denied  as  to  all  the  defendants  in  this  action  who 
were  included  in  the  original  injunction  granted  by  Mr.  Justice 
Glebes. 

Sixth.  As  to  the  actions  so  commenced  against  the  plaintiff 
in  this  action  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action — ^hav- 
ing  examined  the  pleadings  in  such  actions,  I  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  all  of  them  were  instituted  and  are  pro- 
ceeding in  the  various  courts  on  the  theory  that  the  certificates 
and  transfers  of  stock  mentioned  in  the  complaint  in  this 
action,  and  on  or  on  account  of  which  such  actions  were 
brought,  conferred  on  the  plaintiflfe  therein  the  rights  of  stock- 
holders ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  therein  cannot  recover,  and 
are  not  entitled  to  the  damages  or  relief  claimed  in  such  actionSj 
if  such  certificates  are  of  the  class  and  character  so  pronounced 
by  the  court  of  appeals  to  be  spurious  and  void. 

It  therefore,  follows,  from  the  decisions  above  referred  to, 
that  the  defendants  in  this  action,  who  thus  commenced  suits 
against  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  prior  to  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  should  be  restrained  from  proceeding  in  such 
suits  until  the  determination  of  this  action,  if  the  certificates 
of  stock  on  or  on  account  of  which  they  were  brought  are  in 
fistct  of  the  class  and  character  pronounced  by  the  court  of 
appeals  to  be  void. 

Seventh.  To  which  class  of  certificates  made  and  issued  by 
Schuyler,  the  void,  or  genuine,  as  settled  by  the  court  of  ap- 
peals, the  certificates  on  or  on  account  of  which  such  suits  were 
brought  against  the  plaintiff,  belong,  is  the  very  question  to  be 
tried  and  determined  in  this  action ;  and  before  such  trial  and 
detennination  on  this  question  as  to  a  temporary  injunction,  I 
have  before  me  only,  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  the  class 
or  character  of  such  certificates,  the  complaint  in  this  action, 
the  pleadings  in  the  suits  so  commenced  against  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  answers  of  the  plaintiffs  in  such  suits  to  the  complaint 
in  this  action. 

Eighth.  Having  examined  these  papers  with  care,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  neither  the  pleadings  in  such  suits 
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against  the  plainti£^  nor  the  answers  of  the  plaintiff  in  sndi 
suits  to  the  complaint  in  this  action,  deny  or  impeach  the 
equity  of  the  complaint  in  this  action,  resting  on  the  allegadoB 
in  the  complaint  that  the  directors  and  oj£cers  of  the  company, 
fix)m  an  examination  of  the  books  of  the  company,  and  by 
other  means  stated  in  the  complaint,  had  ascertained  that  such 
certificates  were  fraudulently  issued  by  Schuyler,  and  are,  in 
fact,  of  the  class  and  description  decided  by  the  court  of  ap> 
peals  to  be  void,  in  a  manner  which  would  authorize  me  to 
refuse  an  injunction  staying  such  suits  against  the  plaintiff  on 
this  ground  Even  the  more  positive  and  certain  allegations 
of  the  defendant,  Cornelius  Yanderbilt,  in  his  answer,  that  his 
shares  for  which  he  held  certificates,  and  which  had  been 
transferred  to  him  on  the  books  of  the  company,  were  genuine^ 
and  a  portion  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  must  bo 
taken  to  be  so  &r  qualified  by  the  very  nature  and  .circum- 
stances of  the  case  as  to  be  deemed  to  be  founded  and  made 
either  as  a  conclusion  of  law  or  on  information  and  belief 
•nly. 

Ninth,  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  power  and  jurisdiction  of  this 
court  to  restrain  the  proceedings  in  actions  in  other  courts ; 
an  injunction  to  that  effect  operating  not  upon  such  other 
courts  but  upon  the  party  in  the  action. 

Tenth.  My  conclusion  is,  that  the  facts  of  the  case  and  the 
decision  of  the  courts  before  referred  to  call  upon  me  to  grant 
this  motion  for  an  injunction  as  to  the  defendants  in  this  action 
who  commenced  such  action  against  the  plaintiff  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  this  action.  But  as  the  actions  of  Cornelius 
Yanderbilt,  the  president,  directors  and  company  of  the  Me- 
chanics' Bank,  and  by  the  defendants  composing  the  firm  of 
Dennistoun,  Wood  k  Co.,  are  at  issue,  such  injunction  as  to 
them  cannot  issue  until  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  execute 
bonds  to  the  plaintiffs  in  such  several  actions,  with  two  suffi- 
cient sureties,  to  be  approved  as  to  form  and  sufficiency  by  a 
justice  of  this  court,  conditioned  as  required  by  the  provision 
of  the  statute  (2  Bev.  iSat.  189,  §  70),  and  severally  in  the 
penal  sum  next  hereafter  specified ;  such  bonds  to  be  executed 
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and  delivered  within  six  days  after  the  entry  of  the  order  fbr 
such  inj  unction. 

Eleventh.  The  bond  to  Cornelius  Yanderbilt  is  directed  to 
be  in  the  penal  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars ;  the 
bond  to  the  defendants  composing  the  firm  of  Dennistoun, 
Wood  &  Co.  in  the  penal  sum  of  fifty  thousand  dollars ;  and 
the  bond  to  the  Mechanics'  Bank  in  the  penal  sum  of  fifteen 
thousand  dollars. 

Twdjlh.  In  case  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  shall  neglect  to 
prosecute  the  same  with  due  diligence,  any  of  the  defendants 
herein  may  apply  for  a  dischaige  or  modification  of  this  order 
upon  due  notice^  or  for  such  other  relief  as  they  may  be 
adyised. 

Thirteenih,  The  costs  of  this  motion,  to  the  amount  of  ten 
dollars  to  each  party  who  appeared  separately  therein,  are  to 
abide  the  event  of  this  action. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
John  Drew  agt  Juds  D.  Cohstocb:. 

Where  the  cause  was  noticed  for  trial  at  the  circuit  bj  both  parties  and  put  upon 
the  calendar  by  the  cleric,  and,  on  saturdaj  previous  to  the  oommenoement  of 
the  circuit  on  mondaj,  the  plaintiff  discontinued.  Bdi,  that  the  defendant 
waa  not  entitled  to  the  $10,  oosts  of  the  oirooit 

Orleans  Special  Term,  March,  1859. 

This  cause  was  regularly  commenced  and  at  issue  prior  to 
January,  1859,  and  was  noticed  for  trial  for  the  January  circuit 
by  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  On  Saturday  before  the 
commencement  of  the  circuit  the  plaintiff  served  the  defendant 
with  a  notice  of  discontinuance  of  the  cause  and  tendered  the 
costs,  which  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  it  was  insuflSlcient 
in  amount,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  allow  the  sum  of  $10  circuit 
fee,  but  it  was  agreed  that  the  cause  should  be  discontinued 
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and  the  ooBts  of  the  defendant  taxed  by  the  clerk.  Upcm  tax* 
ation,  the  following  facts  were  agreed  upon  and  submitted  to 
hiti): 

'^  This  cause  was  noticed  by  both  parties  for  the  term  sp- 
pointed  to  be  held  in  and  for  the  county  of  Orleans  on  the 
third  monday  of  January,  1859.  Notes  of  issue  were  filed 
and  the  same  was  put  upon  the  calendar.  On  the  Saturday 
evening  previous  to  the  circuit  plaintiff  served  a  notice  of  dis- 
continuance, but  refused  to  pay  circuit  costs  for  the  January 
term,  which  was  claimed  by  defendant's  counsel." 

Upon  the  above  fects,  the  clerk  allowed  the  defendant  the 
sum  of  $10  as  claimed  by  him  as  a  circuit  fee  for  the  Janoaiy 
term. 

Whereupon  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  retazation. 

De  Put  &  Bowen,  for  plaintiff. 
SiCKELS  &  Graves, />r  defendant 

Davis,  Justice.  It  is  assumed  by  the  facts  presented  that 
the  case  was  regularly  discontinued  on  Saturday  before  the 
circuit,  and  that  costs  were  paid  or  tendered.  The  sole  ques- 
tion i ,  as  to  the  amount  plaintiff  was  bound  to  pay  on  Satur- 
day at  the  time  of  discontinuing.  The  circuit  had  not  then 
commenced,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  right  to  the  circuit 
fee  of  $10  had,  therefore,  not  attached. 

The  cause  was  not  necessarily  on  the  calendar,  for,  had  the 
fects  appeared  to  the  clerk,  it  would  have  been  stricken  off 
before  the  circuit  commenced ;  and  neither  of  the  other  con- 
ditions of  the  right  to  the  fee  mentioned  in  the  seventh  sub- 
division of  section  807  of  the  Code  could  happen  in  respect 
to  it. 

The  equities  are  with  the  defendant,  but  the  legislature  has 
not  made  the  provisions  of  the  Code  broad,  enough  to  cover 
this  case.  There  must  be  a  retaxation  and  the  $10  circuit 
fee  must  be  disallowed,  but  without  costs  of  motion. 
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NEW-YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Chakles  Shultz  agt  Washington  L.  Whitnet  4;  Wk.  P, 
Earls,  impleaded,  &c. 

''The  fees  of  referees  shall  he  three  dollars  to  each,  for  every  day  apeni  in  the 
husinees  of  tlie  reference ;  hut  the  parties  may  agree  in  writing  xrpon  any  other 
rate  of  compensation.'^    (Gode^  §  313.) 

Therefore^  the  dark^  on  the  acUostment  of  costs  in  an  action  tried  or  heard  \tf 
referees,  where  no  writing  regulating  their  fees  is  produced,  and  the  amount 
of  such  fees  is  objected  to,  cannot  allow,  to  exceed  three  dollars,  to  each  referee 
for  each  day  spent  in  the  business  of  the  reference ;  and  when  the  time  aetuaSm 
wpeni  by  the  referees  (or  referee)  is  ^JUsputeif  then  it  must  be  shown  aJUrmatMf^ 
by  afflda^t,  or  by  other  e<iually  competent  proot 

And  the  adUul  ftreimoe  of  the  referee  is  required,  and  must  be  shown  affirmatively, 
when  his  absence  is  urged  as  an  objection  to  the  amount  of  the  fees  claimed  by 
him  on  the  adjustment  of  costs. 

It  is  immaterial  what  number  of  days  were  app(nfUed  for  the  reference,  unless  it 
be  shown  that  the  referee  attended  in  person  at  the  appointed  time  and 
place. 

Kthe  parties  in  any  case,  by  consent,  take  testimony  before  a  person  mutually 
agreed  upon  (other  than  the  referee^  there  can  be  no  objection  to  such  a  course; 
but  the  prevailing  party  cannot  he  permitted  to  chai^  for  the  seryioes  thus 
rendered  as  a  disbursement  in  the  cause. 

The  fees  of  a  referee  can  only  be  allowed  for  each  day  speni  &y  (he  r^eret  m  tfa« 
business  of  the  reference,  and  if  the  parties  agree  to  dispense  with  his  presence 
at  the  hearing  and  he  absents  himself^  and  the  testimouy  is  taken  down  by  hig 
derk,  no  fees  for  such  services,  or  of  the  referee^  can  be  allowed. 

Qefnend  TenOj  July,  1859. 

By  the  court— Hilton,  Judge.  The  plaintiff  instituted 
proceedings  under  the  mechanics'  lien  law,  against  the  build* 
ing  known  as  Laura  Keene's  Theatre,  claiming  a  balance  due 
him  of  $883.41,  for  bricks  furnished  bj  him  toward  its 
erection. 

After  issue  joined,  the  cause  was  referred  by  consent  of  par- 
ties, and  it  appearing  from  the  referee's  report  that  at  the  time 
of  filing  the  plaintiffs  notice  of  lien  there  was  nothing  owing 
or  due  from  the  owners  to  the  contractors  who  undertook  the 
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erection  of  the  building  and  who  purchased  the  brick  from  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendants  became  entitled  to  judgment 

Upon  entering  the  judgment^  the  clerk  adjusted  the  defend- 
ants' costs  at  $899.94,  of  which  $325  was  allowed  for  referee's 
fees,  $60  for  the  fees  of  the  defendants'  attorney,  and  the  resi* 
due  was  made  up  of  witnesses'  fees  and  other  disbursements. 

From  this  adjustment  the  plaintiff  has  appealed  to  the  court^ 
to  have  rescinded  the  action  of  the  clerk  in  allowing  the  sum 
stated  for  the  fees  of  the  referee.  It  is  necessary,  therefore, 
to  look  at  the  existing  statutes  respecting  such  fees,  and  also 
into  the  affidavits  and  papers  presented  to  the  derk  at  the 
time  of  the  adjustment,  to  determine  as  to  the  propriety  of  his 
action. 

By  the  Code  (§  811)  he  is  required  to  insert  in  the  entry  of 
judgment,  on  the  application  of  the  prevailing  party,  and  upon 
notice  to  the  other,  the  allowance  for  costs,  the  necessary  dis- 
bursements, including  the  fees  of  officers,  the  fees  ofre/ereeSy  Se. 
These  disbursements  must  be  stated  in  detail,  and  verified  by 
affidavit,  and  a  copy  of  the  items  composing  the  costs  and 
disbursements  must  be  served  with  the  notice  of  adjustment 

By  section  818  the  fees  of  a  referee  are  fixed  at  three  dol- 
lars for  every  day  spent  in  the  business  of  the  reference  pbut 
the  parties  are  permitted  to  agree  in  writing  upon  any  other 
rate  of  compensation. 

These  statutory  provisions  seem  clearly  to  define  the  duty 
of  the  clerk  upon  adjusting  the  amount  to  be  included  in  the 
costs  of  the  prevailing  party  for  the  fees  of  a  referee.  Where 
the  sum  claimed  is  objected  to,  if  no  wriLingv&  produced  agree- 
ing upon  any  particular  compensation,  the  allowance  cannot 
exceed  ''  three  dollars  for  each  day  spent  in  the  business  of  Uie 
reference ;"  and  when  the  time  actually  spent  by  the  referee 
is  disputed,  then  it  must  be  shown  affirmatively  by  affidavit 
or  by  other  equally  competent  proof 

By  these  rules,  then,  will  the  affidavits  be  tested,  and  this 
review  be  governed. 

The  objecting  affidavit  was  made  by  plaintiff  .who  stated 
that  the  reference  began  October  20th,  1857,  and  the  testimony 
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was  taken  before  a  yonng  man  in  the  office  of  the  referee,  and 
altogether  there  were  sixteen  meetings  at  which  testimony 
was  so  taken ;  that  upwards  of  twenty  adjournments  were 
had,  in  consequence  of  the  referee  being  absent,  and  the  young 
man  referred  to  being  engaged  taking  testimony  in  other 
cases,  was  consequently  unable  to  proceed  with  this ;  and  that 
the  referee  has  charged  for  sixty  meetings,  and  Ave  days  for  pre- 
paring his  report,  making  in  all  sixty-five  days,  at  five  dollars 
each  day — all  of  which  the  plaintiff  says  is  illegal  and  unjust 

In  opposition  to  this,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  supporting 
the  claim  made,  the  defendants  produced  two  affidavits  of  the 
young  man  referred  to,  stating  himself  to  be  the  managing 
derk  of  the  ^foree,  having  the  charge  of  keeping  his  books 
relating  to  references  and  law  business;  that  he  kept  a  record 
of  the  number  of  days  appointed  for  hearing  herein,  and  he 
attaches  a  copy  thereof;  that  it  is  the  custom  of  the  referee  to 
charge  five  dollars  for  each  day  so  appointed  in  cases  referred 
to  him,  unless  a  larger  sum  is  agreed  on ;  that  the  record  shows 
the  number  of  days  so  appointed  to  be  sixty ;  and  after  the 
cause  was  submitted,  the  referee  was,  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
young  man  referred  to,  engaged  for  several  days  in  the  exam* 
ination  of  the  case,  preparatory  to,  and  in  the  decision  o^  the 
same ;  that  the  testimony  was  taken  by  him  at  the  solicitation 
of  the  counsel  for  both  parties,  and  he  has  no  recollection  of  any 
occasion  at  which  this  cause  was  postponed  in  consequence  of 
engagements  either  of  the  referee  or  of  himself,  nor  does  he 
beUeve  that  any  postponement  was  necessitated  by  any  such 
engagement 

These  affidavits,  together  with  the  receipt  of  the  referee^ 
showing  the  payment  to  him  of  the  amount  claimed,  were  the 
only  proofs  before  the  clerk  at  the  time  of  the  adjustment,  and 
I  think  it  cannot  be  said  that  they  are  sufficient  to  justify 
the  allowance  of  any  sum  whatever  for  referee's  fees,  unless  it 
be  considered  that  the  "  several  days "  spent  in  determining 
ihe  case  are  stated  and  verified  with  suJBBicient  detail  or  de- 
finitenees  to  justify  the  allowance  of  at  least  on«,  and  at  most 
Aree  days  for  that  particular  service. 
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It  is  quite  immaterial  what  number  of  days  were.  oqi>po{fUei 
for  the  reference,  unless  it  be  shown  that  the  referee  attended 
in  person  at  the  appointed  time  and  place ;  nor  can  it  be  im« 
portant  to  know  the  custom  of  the  referee  in  respect  to  his 
charges,  when  there  is  no  writing  produced  showing  an  agree* 
ment  of  the  parties  upon  the  subject.  The  law  allows  a  fixed 
sum  for  every  day  spent  by  the  referee  in  person  on  the  bt»- 
ness  of  the  reference,  and,  to  entitle  a  referee  to  this  sum,  he 
must  first  show  actual  attendance  at  the  time  and  place  fixed 
for  the  hearing.  Mere  proo^  by  a  young  man  in  his  office,  of 
a  copy  of  a  record  kept  by  him  in  the  referee's  books,  standing 
alone  in  opposition  to  the  positive  statement  of  the  other  side 
that  but  sixteen  meetings  were  actually  had,  at  which  testi- 
mony was  taken,  and  the  adjournments  were  in  consequenoe 
of  the  absence  of  the  referee  and  the  engagements  of  his  young 
man  (who  appears  to  have  been  the  clerk  before  whom  all  the 
testimony  was  actually  taken),  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  any 
allowance  whatever  for  referee's  fees  in  an  action. 

Although  it  was  assumed  on  the  argument  before  me  that 
the  service  of  this  young  man  might  be  regarded  as  the  service 
of  the  referee,  yet,  I  do  not,  upon  reflection,  perceive  how  this 
view  can  be  entertained  under  the  peculiar  phraseology  of  the 
statute. 

The  fee  can  only  be  allowed  for  each  day  spent  hy  the  referee 
in  the  business  of  the  reference,  and  if  the  parties  agree  to  dis- 
pense with  his  presence  at  the  hearing,  and  he  absents  himself, 
I  do  not  see  bow  the  &ct,  that  his  derk  wrote  down  a  state- 
ment  of  the  witness  which  the  parties  agreed  to  r^ard  as 
evidence,  can,  upon  objection,  entitle  him  to  the  fee  which  the 
statute  only  allows  for  actual  and  personal  service. 

His  inability,  on  account  of  other  references  or  engagements^ 
to  attend  to  the  trial  which  the  court  at  the  request  of  the 
parties  had  intrusted  to  him,  would  be  a  sufficient  reason  for 
appointing  another  referee,  his  clerk,  indeed,  if  the  parties 
desired  it ;  but  it  furnishes  no  reason  for  allowing  him  a  foe 
or  a  service  he  has  never  performed. 

I  say  never  performed,  because  I  cannot  admit  that  a  referee 
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•Bj  mare  than  a  judge  or  juror,  oan  act  by  proxy  in  the  trial 
of  an  action ;  and  ad  a  referee  cannot  so  act,  it  follows  that  no 
fee  can  be  allowed  for  any  service  shown  or  claimed  to  have 
been  thus  rendered.  The  cubital  presence  of  the  referee  is 
required  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  allowance  of  any  fee 
for  the  hearing  of  a  matter  referred  to  him ;  and  this  presence 
mi^t  in  all  cases  be  shown  afiBirmatively,  when,  as  in  the 
present  instance,  bis  absence  is  urged  as  an  objection  to  the 
fees  claimed  by  him,  upon  the  adjustment  of  costs  by  the 
derk. 

If  the  parties  in  any  case,  by  consent,  take  testimony  before 
a  person  mutually  agreed  upon,  there  certainly  can  be  no  ob- 
jection to  such  a  course ;  but  the  prevailing  party  cannot  be 
permitted  to  charge  for  the  services  thus  rendered  as  a  dia- 
bursement  in  the  cause,  if  the  item  is  objected  to^  much  less 
can  such  person  be  regarded  as  a  referee,  or  considered  as 
entitled  to  the  fees  of  such  an  officer,  if  the  action  has  not  been 
regularly  referred  to  him  by  the  court. 

I  have,  therefore,  examined  this  case  upon  the  proofs  and 
affidavits  presented  to  the  clerk  at  the  time  of  the  adjustment 
of  the  costs  by  him,  and  without  reference  to  another  affidavit 
which  was  read  by  the  defendants'  counsel  upon  the  argument 
of  the  motion  by  way  of  review  before  me.  The  fact,  that  the 
affidavit  thus  read  was  not  before  the  clerk,  would  be  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  disregarding  it ;  but  as  the  counsel  tor  the 
defendant  did  not  object  to  it  at  the  time,  I  see  no  obstacle  in 
the  way  of  my  referring  to  it  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether,  upon  a  readjustment,  any  additional  facts  might  be 
shown  under  which  the  allowance  by  the  clerk  might  be  jus- 
tified. Because,  if  all  the  facts  which  can  be  presented  are 
now  before  me^  there  will  exist  no  necessity  for  ordering  a 
readjustment. 

This  affidavit  is  made  by  the  same  young  man,  who,  in 
addition  to  the  matter  before  verified  by  him,  says:  That  the 
referee  was  to  his  knowledge  actually  engaged  five  days  in 
examining  the  testimony  taken,  and  in  preparing  his  report ; 
aLso,  that  the  referee  said  upon  several  occasions  to  the  parties, 
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that  he  would  attend  and  take  the  testimony  in  penon  when 
either  desired  him  to  do  so. 

From  all  this  (and  the  additional  affidavit  does  not  contain 
anything  else  material  in  my  opinion),  it  is  apparent  that  the 
referee  never  did  actually  attend  in  person  at  any  time  when 
witnesses  were  examined,  but  all  was  written  down  by  the 
clerk  in  his  absence,  and  finally  submitted  to  him  for  his 
opinion  and  decision.  Under  such  circumstances  it  would  not 
be  unreasonable,  where  the  testimony  is  voluminous,  to  sup- 
pose that  five  days  would  be  spent  in  examining  and  preparing 
a  report  upon  it,  nor  would  it  be  improper  to  allow  five  days 
for  such  a  service  when  the  proof  is  conclusive  in  respect 
to  it 

But  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  proof  here  furnished  is  of 
such  a  character.  In  the  nature  of  things,  it  is  not  probable 
that  even  a  derk  in  a  referee's  office  can  state  positively  upon 
what  the  mind  of  the  referee  is  occupied  during  five  days,  and 
it  cannot  be  presumed  that  it  would  take  one-half  of  that  time  to 
read  the  written  evidence  in  the  present  case,  which  seems  to 
be  one  of  a  very  ordinary  kind,  such  as  are  usually  tried 
before  a  judge  of  this  court  at  a  single  session.  Nor  does  the 
report  itself  furnish  any  positive  indication  upon  this  pointy  as 
it  is  less  than  three  pages  in  length. 

Usually  in  these  cases  the  affidavit  of  the  referee  should  be 
required  before  any  allowance  of  this  description  is  made ;  but 
as  the  plaintiffs  counsel  has  not  objected  to  the  affidavit  here 
produced,  I  am  at  liberty  to  regard  it  and  act  upon  the  &ctB 
stated  in  it. 

Under  it  the  referee  is  entitled  to  be  allowed  for  five  days 
spent  in  the  business  of  the  reference,  at  three  dollars  for  each 
day. 

The  costs  and  judgment  of  the  defendants  will  therefore  be 
reduced,  by  deducting  from  the  amount  allowed  for  referee's 
fees  and  included  in  said  judgment  the  sum  of  $310,  and  the 
proper  order  to  that  effect  will  be  entered. 
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SUPBEME  COURT. 

The  Fakmebs'  Loan  am)  Trust  Company  agt  Michael 
DicxsoN  and  others. 

A  Uapmdenaf  filed  before  the  senrice  of  the  sommooi^  beoomee  operatiTe  on  mioh 
Beirice. 

The  court  is  not  deemed  to  acquire  Jurisdiction  of  the  cause  until  the  sendee  of 
the  summoofl^  and,  until  served  on  each  defendant^  the  action  as  to  him  is  not 
oommenoed.  The  provision  as  to  delivering  the  Bummons  to  the  sheriff  ii 
limited  solelj  to  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  amendment  to  section  132  of  the  Code,  in  1868,  places  a  purchaser  whose 
deed  is  not  recorded  in  the  same  oondiUon  as  if  he  were  a  party  to  the  fore- 
dosure— and  until  the  summons  is  served  on  him  he  is  not  affected  by  the  notice 
of  Ua  penderu;  and  until  served  on  hia  grantor  he  is  not  induded  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  subsequent  grantee. 

A  certificate  of  the  sheriff  of  Westchester,  of  the  service  of  a  summons  in  the  city 
of  New- York,  is  bad.  A  sheriff  has  no  authori^  to  do  offidal  acts  out  of  his 
county. 

A  Bwnmons  and  eomgplaitU  (original)  should  be  signed  by  the  plaintiff  or  his 
attorney— the  printed  name  of  the  attorney  to  the  summons  and  oomplMnt  is 
a  nullity. 

New- York  Special  Term^  SepUmlier,  1859. 
Motion  to  discharge  purchaser  fix)m  his  purohase  of  the 
premises,  under  a  mortgage  foreclosure  sale. 

foTTnotion. 

opposed. 


Ingbahau,  Justice.  The  purchaser  of  mortgaged  premises 
objects  to  the  title  as  defective,  and  moves  to  be  discharged 
from  the  purchase,  and  to  have  the  ten  per  cent  paid  by  him 
refunded. 

1.  Because  the  owners  of  the  equify  of  redemption  are  not 
made  parties.  The  lis  pendens  was  filed  with  the  complaint 
in  the  clerk's  office  on  December  29th,  1868,  but  the  summons 
was  not  served  on  the  defendants,  Livingston  and  wife,  until 
26th  January,  1859.   On  the  ISth  November,  1858,  Livingston 
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and  wife  conveyed  the  mortgaged  premises  to  Bortano  and 
others,  but  the  deed  was  not  recorded  until  18th  January, 
1859,  and  these  grantees  were  not  parties  to  the  action. 

I  have  heretofore  held  that  a  lis  pendens  filed  before  service 
of  the  summons  becomes  operative  on  such  service,  and  giv- 
ing that  effect  to  the  lis  pendens  in  this  case,  it  became  opera- 
tive on  the  26th  January,  1858,  as  to  Livingston  and  wife. 
{Benson  agt  Sayre,  July,  1858,  reported  T  Abb.  472,  note.  Sx 
also  Waring  agt.  Waring,  7  Abb.  472.) 

The  court  is  not  deemed  to  acquire  junsdietion  until  the 
service  of  the  summons  (§  189),  and  until  served  on  each  de- 
fendant the  action  as  to  him  is  not  commenced.  (§  99.)  The 
provision  as  to  delivering  the  summons  to  the  sheriff  is  limited 
solely  to  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  amendment  of  1858 
{p.  491)  does  not  remedy  the  difficulty.  K  the  summons 
had  been  served  on  Livingston  and  wife  before  the  deed  from 
LiviDgston  to  Bortano  had  been  recorded,  then  the  amended 
section  of  1858  would  have  applied,  and  the  notice  of  lis  pen* 
dens  filed  previously  would  have  been  effectual  against  the 
grantees,  but  neither  before  nor  after  the  amendment  of  1858 
was  the  lis  pendens  of  any  value  until  the  action  was  actusdly 
commenced  against  the  defendant  sought  to  be  affected  by  it 
The  amended  section  of  1858  places  a  purchaser,  whose  deed 
is  not  recorded,  in  the  same  condition  as  if  he  were  a  party. 
If  the  grantees  of  Livingston  had  been  parties  to  the  action, 
they  would  not  have  been  affected  by  the  filing  of  the  notice 
of  lis  pendens  until  the  summons  was  served  upon  them ;  they 
are  in  no  worse  condition  as  purchasers,  and,  until  the  sum- 
mons was  served  on  Livingston,  they  were  not  included  in  the 
description  of  subsequent  grantees. 

2.  The  proof  of  service  of  the  summons,  by  a  certificate  of 
the  sheriff  of  Westchester  of  a  service  in  the  city  of  New- 
York,  objected  to,  is  bad.  The  sheriff  of  Westchester  had  no 
authority  to  do  official  acts  out  of  his  county,  and  his  certifi- 
cate, therefore,  was  not  proof.  But  this  difficulty  can  be 
remedied  by  filing  an  affidavit  of  service  nunc  pro  tunc. 

8.  The  summons  should  have  been  signed  by  the  plaintiff 
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or  his  attorney  (§  128),  and  the  printed  name  of  the  attorney 
was  a  nullity.  As  the  copy  served  was  correct,  the  plaintiflF 
might  also  file  a  copy  properly  signed  nunc  pro  tunc 

4.  The  same  remark  applies  to  the  complaint  on  file — as 
well  as  the  other  errors  in  practice.  They  can  be  remedied 
on  application  to  the  court. 

For  the  first  reason,  however,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
title  is  not  perfect,  and  that  the  purchaser  should  not  be  com* 
pelled  to  complete  his  purchase. 

The  motion  must  be  granted  to  discharge  the  purchaser  from 
his  purchase,  to  direct  the  repayment  of  the  ten  per  cent  and 
interest,  and  that  the  plaintiff  pay  him  a  counsel  fee  and  his 
disbursements  in  examining  the  title,  with  $10  costs  of  action. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
George  K.  Robebts  agt  John  W.  Oabter. 

A  motkm  to  yaoote  an  order  ofarrwt  can  only  be  made  now  befhre  Jndgmeni 

At  Ckambers,  New-York^  September  5, 1859. 
Motion  to  vacate  order  of  arrest. 

John  Fitch  &  Or.  DexSj  for  plaintiff. 
E.  T.  RlCE,/>r  defendant 

Inorahav,  Justice.  On  July  22d,  1857,  an  order  of  arrest 
was  granted,  and  the  defendant  was  arrested  in  December, 
1867.    He  gave  bail  and  the  sureties  justified. 

On  August  8d,  1867,  judgment  was  perfected,  and  on  appeal 
the  judgment  was  affirmed  in  December,  1858.  The  defend- 
ant was  afterwards  arrested  on  execution  against  his  person. 
He  now  moves  for  an  order  vacating  the  arrest. 

As  the  law  was  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  the  defendant  could 
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not  make  this  motion  before  the  justification  of  bail  had  taken 
place.  (§  204  of  Oode  ;  12  How.  519.)  If  there  had  been  no 
bail  put  in,  he  might  have  made  the  motion  before  he  was 
charged  in  execution.    (8  How.  218 ;  12  How.  198.) 

Since  the  act  of  1858,  amending  the  Code,  this  section  has 
been  altered  so  as  to  substitute  the  word  ''judgment^*'  in  the 
place  of  justification  of  the  bail,  and  the  motion  to  vacate  the 
order  of  arrest  can  onlj  be  made  now  before  judgment  As 
this  motion  is  made  long  after  the  judgment  was  entered,  it 
cannot  be  granted.    Motion  denied,  with  $7  costs. 


SUPBEMB  COUET, 
Wilkie  &  Denton  agt  Moore  and  wi& 

K  Is  not  sufficient  for  a  party  to  say  that  he  Atnfo  a  dkotmry  is 
most  show  how  aod  why  it  is  necessary. 

New-  York  Special  Term,  July,  1858. 
Motion  bj  defendants  for  a  discovery. 

Jy  T.  McKenzie, /or  motion. 
Crak  &  FowLEB,  opposed 

Ingbaham,  Justice.  No  good  reason  is  shown  in  the  papers 
for  the  discovery  sought 

As  the  assignee  and  assignor  are  both  plaintiflb,  one  may 
recover  without  the  other.  If  the  assignment  was  improp^ly 
executed,  it  would  not  deprive  Denton  of  the  right  to  recover, 
and  does  not  affect  the  merits  of  the  controversy. 

It  is  not  sufficient  for  a  party  to  say  that  he  tiiinks  a  dis- 
covery is  necessary.  He  must  show  how  and  why  it  is  neoes* 
sary,  or  he  is  not  entitled  to  have  his  motion  granted. 

Motion  denied. 


Humphrey  agt  Brown. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Theodobk  F.  Humphbet  and  otherd  agt,  Cablton  Bbown 

and  others. 

9 

When  may  tXBisuUon  isaae  against  the  person  without  an  (n^er  of  the  oonrt  ? 

l8t  When  the  action  is  one  in  which,  from  its  very  nature^  and  from  the  foots 
necessarily  stated  in  the  oom];^nt  as  the  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiiT  would 
neceesarily  have  been  entitled  to  an  order  of  arrest 

2d.  When  the  actiqpi  is  one  in  which  the  facti  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  an  order 
of  arrest  are  not  inherent  in  the  cause  of  action  itself)  but  independent  thereof 
if  an  ooler  of  arrest  lias  been,  in  iact,  granted  and  enforced. 

3d.  Wiiere  the  right  to  arrest  depends  upon  &cts  extrinsic  to  the  cause  of  aotkni, 
and  no  order  of  arrest  has  been  granted,  yet  if  the  complaint  sets  out  acts  of 
firaud,  such  as  would  have  entitled  the  party  to  an  order  of  arrest^  and  the  de- 
fendant has  not  answered. 

4th.  In  an  action  upon  a  fraud,  where  the  fraud  is  established  on  the  trial,  and 
that  fact  is  incorporated  in  the  decision  of  the  oourt,  and  made  apart  of  the 
record. 

6th.  Where  an  order  of  arrest  in  the  action  is  made  and  submitted  to  by  the 
defendant,  or,  upon  contToversy,  is  adjudged  to  be  proper. 

When  must  an  order  of  the  oourt  be  obtained  to  authorise  execution  against  the 
person? 

Ist  Where  it  does  not  appear  by  the  record  that  the  case  was  one  which  neeee- 
sarily  justified  an  arrest,  unless  an  order  of  the  court  was  previously  granted. 

2d.  Where  no  fects  justifying  an  arrest  are  stated  in  the  oompLaint,  and  no  order 
of  arrest  is  made. 

3d.  Where  the  facta  justi^ring  an  order  of  arrest  are  set  forth  in  the  compkisl 
(where  they  are  extrinsic  of  the  cause  of  action  itself),  as  for  goods  sold  (fraud- 
ulently contracted  for),  or  money  paid  (fraudulently  obtained),  and  the  defendant 
suffers  default,  he  does  not  thereby  admit  the  fraud,  so  as  to  conclude  him  oa 
the  question  of  an  execution  against  his  person. 

H  however,  such  allegations  of  fraud  in  the  complaint  are  duly  verified  by  affida- 
vit, they  operate  as  the  proper  foundation  upon  which  an  order  of  arrest  might 
have  been  granted,  and  thus  the  action  becomes  one  in  which  the  defendant 
might  have  been  arrested.  And  where  in  such  case  execution  against  the 
person  has  issued,  of  course,  against  the  defendant,  he  may,  on  motion  to  set 
aside  such  execution,  not  as  irregularly  issued,  but  as  baring  no  foundation  in 
the  merits  of  the  caae^  controvert  such  &ct& 

Albany  Special  Term^  May^  1859. 

This  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  execution,  issued  bj  th^ 

Vol.  XVn.  81 
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plaintifis  against  the  persons  of  the  defendants,  for  irregularify 
and  upon  the  merits.  In  October,  1855,  the  defendants  wrote 
a  letter  to  the  plaintiff  stating  that  they  had  shipped  to 
them  52  sides  of  good  slaughter  upper  leather,  in  the  rougli, 
and  that  thej  had  drawn  upon  them  at  ninety  days  for  $160, 
which  draft  they  wished  them  to  honor.  The  defendants 
accepted  the  draft,  and  were  ultimately  obliged  to  pay  the 
same.  They  did  not  receive  the  leather  until  December,  1855, 
and  when  received  there  was  a  deficiency  of  1  hide  in  num- 
ber, and  24  sides  were  of  a  different  description  from  the  rep- 
resentations in  the  letter.  The  hides  thus  sent  yielded,  after 
deducting  charges,  only  $72.18,  and  after  crediting  the  defend- 
ants with  $34.48,  due  them  upon  the  plaintiff'  books,  there 
was  a  balance  of  $48.84  still  due  plaintiff,  to  recover  which, 
with  interest,  this  action  was  brought  The  summons  was  in 
contract  claiming  this  sum.  The  complaint  also  claimed  this 
amount,  but  alleged  that  the  draft  was  procured  by  the  fiJae 
and  fraudulent  representations  of  the  defendants  (contained  in 
said  letter)  of  the  number  and  quality  of  the  hides.  No  order 
of  arrest  was  obtained.  The  defendants  did  not  answer,  and 
the  plaintiff  took  judgment  by  default,  in  March,  1859,  for 
$58.73  damages  and  $20.10  costs.  The  complaint  was  veri- 
fied by  one  of  the  plaintiff.  The  judgment  itself  made  no 
allusion  to  the  fraud,  but  showed  personal  service  of  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint,  the  want  of  an  answer,  and  adjudged 
that  the  plaintiff  recover  of  the  defendants  the  foregoing 
amount  The  roll  also  contained  the  summons  and  complaint^ 
with  proof  of  service.  Judgment  having  been  perfected,  and 
an  execution  against  the  property  of  the  defendants  returned 
unsatisfied,  an  execution  thereon  against  the  persons  of  the 
defendants  was  issued,  without  any  order  from  the  court  or  a 
judge,  which  the  defendants  now  move  to  set  aside  as  issued 
irregularly  and  without  authority,  and  upon  affidavits  deny- 
ing the  fraud  set  forth  in  the  plaintifb'  complaint  The  plain- 
ti£&  read  no  affidavits  in  opposition,  but  relied  upon  the  judg- 
ment roll. 
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H.  SiMrm^for  the  defendants. 
Jakes  Edwards,  far  the  plaintiffs. 

HoGEBOOH,  Justice.  1.  An  execntioii  ag^nst  tbe  person 
may  be  issued  if  the  action  be  one  in  which  the  defendant 
might  have  been  arrested  under  sections  179  and  181  of  the 
Code.    (Cbde,  §§  179, 1810 

2.  K  the  action  be  one  in  which,  from  its  very  nature,  and 
from  the  £stcts  necessarily  stated  in  the  complaint  as  the  cause 
of  action,  the  plaintifb  would  necessarily  have  been  entitled 
to  an  order  of  arrest,  an  execution  against  the  person  may 
issue,  as  a  matter  of  course,  because  the  record  shows  conclu- 
sively  that  the  defendant  might  have  been  arrested.  It  can- 
not be  luaterial  in  such  case  whether  he  was  in  fact  arrested 
before  judgment  or  not  {Oormn  agt  Freeland^  2  Seld.  Bep. 
666;  Delamater  agt.  RusseU^  4  How.  Pr.  Bep.  234;  Kloppenr 
burg  agt  Nee/us,  4  Sandf.  S.  0.  R.  665.) 

8.  If  the  action  be  one  in  which  the  facts  entitling  the  plain- 
tiff to  an  order  of  arrest  are  not  inherent  in  the  cause  of  action 
itseli^  but  independent  thereof  yet  if  an  order  of  arrest  has 
been  in  fact  granted  and  enforced,  then  it  is  sufficiently  estab- 
lished that  the  action  is  one  in  which  the  defendant  might 
haye  been  (and  properly  was)  arrested  under  sections  179  and 
181  of  the  Code,  and  an  execution  against  the  person  may 
issue,  without  an  order  from  the  court  for  that  purpose. 
{Cheney  agt.  Qarbutt,  6  How.  Pr.  Hep.  467 ;  Fake  agt  MUger- 
tan^  8  Abbott,  280 ;  Oorvnn  agt  Freeland,  2  Selden,  666.) 

4.  It  has  also  been  held  that  in  a  case  where  the  right  to 
arrest  depends  upon  &cts  extrinsic  to  the  cause  of  action,  and 
no  order  of  arrest  has  been  granted,  yet  if  the  complaint  sets 
out  acts  of  fraud,  such  as  would  have  entitled  the  party  to  an 
order  of  arrest,  and  the  defendant  did  not  answer,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  issue  execution  against  the  person  without  an 
order  of  the  court  for  that  purpose,  upon  the  ground  that  it 
appeared  that  the  right  to  do  so  existed,  and  an  application  to 
the  court  fbr  leave  to  do  so  was  denied,  as  unnecessary.  (Cbo- 
ney  agt  Van  Rensselaer,  1  Code  Rep.  88.) 
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So  also  in  an  action  upon  a  firaudulent  warrantj,  the  firand 
being  established  on  the  trial,  and  that  &ct  incorporated  in 
the  decision  of  the  couii,  it  was  held  that  an  execution  against 
the  person  was  well  issued  without  an  order  of  tbe  court,  it 
being  thus  affirmatively  established  that  it  was  a  proper  case 
for  an  order  of  arrest    {MbAer  agt.  ScovMej  6  How.  515.) 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  by  Mr.  Justice  Clebks, 
that  an  execution  against  the  person  was  improperly  issued 
where  it  did  not  appear  by  the  record  that  the  case  was  one 
which  necessarily  justified  an  arrest,  unless  an  order  of  the  court 
was  previously  granted.    {AJden  agt  Sarson^  4  AbboU^  102.) 

5.  The  difficulty  arises  in  determining  what  are  the  cases  in 
which  the  defendant  might  have  been  arrested.  Where  the 
nature  of  the  action  settles  that  question,  the  difficulty  is,  of 
course,  removed.  But  in  other  cases  it  depends  on  extrinsic 
Axcis.  How  are  they  to  be  determined  ?  If  an  order  of  arrest 
is  made,  and  submitted  to,  or,  upon  controversy,  is  adjudged 
to  be  proper,  perhaps  the  matter  should,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  action,  be  regarded  as  res  adjudicata^  and  the  execution  as 
justifiably  issued  without  farther  authority.  But  if  no  &c\& 
Justifying  an  arrest  are  stated  in  the  complaint^  and  no  order 
of  arrest  is  made,  how  and  when  is  it  to  be  ascertained  that 
the  action  is  one  in  which  the  defendant  might  have  been 
arrested  ?  May  the  party  issue  the  execution  at  his  peril,  and 
trust  to  the  result  of  a  motion  subsequentiy  made  to  set  it  aside^ 
or  to  the  result  of  an  action  for  &lse  imprisonment  to  determine 
whether  he  had  in  &ct  authority  to  issue  it?  In  such  case, 
my  impression  is  that  the  legislature  designed  that  the  iact 
should,  in  some  way,  be  established  to  the  satis&ction  of  the 
court  before  the  execution  was  issued,  and  not  left  to  the  mere 
arbitrary  pleasure  of  the  successful  party  himself.  It  is  a  haz- 
ardous power,  and  might  be  abused.  I  think  the  safer  prac- 
tice, and  the  true  construction,  is,  that  the  light  to  issue  an 
execution  in  such  case  should  receive  the  previous  sanction  of 
the  court 

6.  Again,  in  cases  where  the  &cts  justifying  an  order  of 
arrest  are  set  forth  in  the  complaint  (in  cases  where  such  &cts 
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are  extrincdc  to  the  caufle  of  action  itself),  as  in  actions  for 
goods  sold  (fraadulenilj  contracted  for),  or  money  paid  (fraud- 
ulentlj  obtained),  and  the  defendant  suffers  a  de&ult,  does  he 
thereby  admit  ihejraudj  so  as  to  conclude  him  on  the  question 
of  an  execution  against  the  person  ?  A  defaitU  admits  all  the 
mcUerial  allegations  in  the  complaint,  and  no  others.  But  the 
allegations  of  fraud  are  not  material  to  the  cause  of  action,  and 
I  am  inclined  to  think  would  be  struck  out  on  motion,  as  irrele- 
vant or  redundant.  Can  the  defendant,  then,  by  suffering  a 
default,  be  said  to  admit  them  ?  I  incline  to  think  not  Nev- 
ertheless, thus  contained  in  the  complaint,  if  they  are  verified 
(as  in  this  case  they  are)  by  the  affidavit  of  a  party,  they  ope- 
rate as  the  proper  foundation  on  which  an  order  of  arrest 
might  have  been  granted,  and  thus  the  action  becomes  oae  in 
which  the  defendant  might  have  been  arrested. 

7.  May  the  defendant  controvert  these  facts?  In  other 
words,  may  he,  by  his  own  or  other  affidavits,  showing  a  state 
of  £Bu^ts  which  negate  the  apparent  fraud  arising  firom  the 
(hitherto)  undenied  allegations  of  the  complaint,  present  a  new 
case  to  the  court,  and,  on  motion,  ask  to  have  the  execution 
set  aside,  not  as  irregularly  granted,  but  as  having  no  just 
foundation  in  the  merits  of  the  case  ?  I  incline  to  think  he 
may  do  so ;  and  the  case  must  then  be  determined  in  the  same 
way  as  if  it  were  i^  motion  to  vacate  or  set  aside  an  order  of 
arrest.  This  seems  to  be  reasonable,  and  is  more  in  conform- 
ity with  the  spirit  of  the  Code,  and  the  object  of  the  law,  and 
the  protection  of  personal  liberty,  than  any  other  course  which 
has  suggested  itself  to  my  mind. 

8.  The  application  of  these  principles  to  the  present  case 
requires  the  execution  to  be  set  aside.  It  is  quite  doubtful 
whether  fraud  is  sufficientiy  alleged  in  the  complaint  to  justify 
an  order  of  arrest  It  is  stated  that  on  the  22d  of  October,  1865, 
the  defendants  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  that  they  had,  on  that 
day,  shipped  to  them  "  62  sides  of  good  slaughter  upper  leather 
in  rough,"  and  they  drew  on  the  same  day  (as  also  in  said  let- 
ter stated)  on  the  plainti£&  a  draft  or  bill  of  exchange  for  $160, 
mnety  days  after  date.    The  plaintiffs  allege  that  on  the  fdth 
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of  that  statement  tbej  accepted  the  draft,  expecting  to  realize 
from  the  proceeds  of  said  leather  a  sum  sufficient  to  meet  the 
draft,  and  alleging  that  such  proceeds  would  have  been  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose  if  of  the  description  mentioned  in  the 
letter ;  but  that  in  &ct  thej  did  not  receiye  the  leather  till 
the  9th  of  December,  that  it  was  not  of  the  quality  represented, 
but  that  twenty-four  sides  (out  of  61  sides  sent)  were  of  horse 
leather  of  inferior  quality,  and  that  the  whole  was  only  worth 
$72.18  after  deducting  charges  thereon.    That  they  only  owed 
the  plaintiff  otherwii^e  $34.48,  and  having  paid  the  draft,  as 
they  were  liable  to  do  upon  their  acceptance,  were  thus  left  in 
a  deficiency  of  $43.84,  for  which,  with  interest,  they  brought 
suit.    The  summons  was  in  contract  and  claimed  the  last  men- 
tioned sum.    The  plaintiffs  charge  the  foregoing  representa- 
tions as  fiJsely  and  fraudulently  made  in  contracting  the  afore- 
said debt.    It  will  be  observed  that  the  complaint  does  not 
charge  that  the  leather  was  shipped  to  the  defendants  tor  sak^ 
or  as  security  for  their  acceptance,  or  that  the  draft  was  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  proceeds,  or  that  the  plaintiffis'  letter  so  stated, 
or  that  there  was  any  busineas  or  financial  connection  (other 
than  what  is  to  be  inferred  from  their  being  mentioned  in  the 
same  letter)  between  the  leather  and  the  drafc    Nor  was  it  a 
single  or  isolated  transaction,  for  by  the  plaintiffs^  papers  it 
appears  that  they  previously  owed  the  defendants  $34.48  on 
account.    The  leather  was  also  received  before  the  maturity 
of  the  draft.    I  think,  therefore,  that  the  plaintifEs  presented 
a  very  doubtftil  case  upon  their  own  showing,  if  they  had 
sought  an  order  of  arrest    1st  Upon  the  point  that  the  accept- 
ance was  procured  upon  the  credit  of  the  shipment  of  leather ; 
and,  2d.  Upon  the  point  that  the  representations  were  in  fact 
fraudulent 

But  when  we  come  to  examine  the  case  as  now  made  by  the 
defendants,  the  presumption  of  fraud  is  efifectually  removed. 
The  defendants  were  tanners  in  Otsego  county,  and  the  plain- 
tifiEs  leather  dealers  in  Albany,  and  the  usual  consignees  of  the 
defendants,  upon  whom  the  defendants  were  in  the  habit  of 
drawing  without  strict  regard  to  the  precise  value  of  their  pre- 
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yious  sbipments,  or  the  preoise  state  of  the  accounts  betweea 
them.  The  transactions  between  them  were  very  considerable, 
and  the  defendants  at  the  period  in  question  were  worth 
$25,000  over  and  above  debta  They  had  reason  to  believe, 
from  the  statements  of  their  employees  and  one  of  the  partners, 
that  this  number  of  hides  had  been  set  apart  for  shipment  to 
the  plaintifiEa,  and  that  they  were  substantially  of  thp  character 
represented,  and  they  disavow  under  oath,  and  I  think  with 
sufficient  reason,  any  intent  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  by  the  trans- 
action in  question.  They  became  subsequently  so  much  em- 
barrassed as  to  be  compelled  to  make  an  assignment  They 
omitted  to  defend  the  suit  or  to  deny  the  allegations  of  fraud 
in  the  complaint,  at  the  time,  upon  the  advice  of  their  attorney 
that  it  was  unnecessary. 

The  amount  involved  upon  this  motion  ill  insignificant,  but 
the  principle  involved  is  of  some  importance,  and  it  presents 
questions  of  practice  of  some  interest  I  have,  therefore, 
treated  it  at  greater  length  than  would  otherwise  seem  to  be 
necessaiy. 

The  motion  to  set  aside  the  execution  against  the  persons  of 
the  defendants  must  be  granted,  with  ten  dollars  costai 
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The  President,  Directors  and  Company  of  the  Con- 
necticut Bank  agt  A.  Freeman  Smith,  Isaac  Van 
'    Cleef  &  Skidmore  Pettit. 

Where  a  demurrBr  to  »  oompUdnt  states  the  objection  under  the  6fh  sab.  of  sec- 
tion 144,  "  that  it  does  not  present  fi^ts  sofflcient  to  constitate  a  cause  o/ 
action,  in  that,  1st,"  Ac.,  stating  the  spedflc  objection,  which  oomea  under  the 
2d  sub.  of  section  144,  the  inadvertence  will  be  disregarded. 

Where  an  action,  is  brought  hy  &  foreign  corporaiion  on  a  contrsct  which  has  not 
been  made  with  them  in  tlioir  corporate  capacity,  and  by  their  corporate  name^ 
the  complaint  must  allege  the  incorporation  of  the  plaintiff. 
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Ik  tinot  neoaawiy  to  state  the  act  of  inooiporation  at  large,  or  even  re&r  to  it— 
tiiia,  however,  most  be  done,  if  controverted  at  the  trial — ^but  enough  must  be 
alleged  to  show  that  it  is  a  corporation,  and  to  indicate  the  state  or  oountiy  to 
which  it  belongs. 

New-Torh  Special  T^rm^  Jvly^  1859. 

This  action  was  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  the  plaintifiB 
proceeded  to  declare  upon  it  without  making  any  mention  of 
the  &ct  of  their  incorporation,  or  any  reference  to  the  act 
by  which  the  company  was  incorporated.  The  defendaats 
demurred  to  the  complaint  and  stated  the  first  ground  of 
demurrer  (the  principal  one)  as  follows:  "The  defendantB 
in  the  above  entitled  action  demur  to  the  complaint  herein,  on 
the  ground  appearing  on  the  fsuse  thereof  that  it  does  not 
present  fisM^ts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  in  that: 
1st  It  does  not  state  that  the  said  Connecticut  Bank  is  a  cor- 
porate or  legally  constituted  body,  and  legally  entitled  to 
bring  an  action,  either  in  the  name  of  its  president,  directoiB 
and  company,  or  in  any  other  manner." 

Miller,  Pset  &  Nichols, />r^2ain^. 
GOOPKAN  &  Swuv^for  defendants. 

Clsbks,  Justice.  Undoubtedly,  the  demurrer  in  this  action 
should  have  been  taken  under  the  2d  and  not  under  the  6th 
subdivision  of  section  144  of  the  Code.  The  want  of  anr  alle- 
gation showing  the  capacity  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  is  not  the 
omission  of  a  constituent  fact,  essential  to  the  transaction  upon 
which  a  cause  of  action  is  founded.  It  only  affects  the  char- 
acter of  a  party  to  the  alleged  transaction.  But,  although  the 
objection  is  apparently  taken  under  the  6th  subdivision,  the 
objection  itself  is  set  forth  in  express  words,  "  that  the  com* 
plaint  does  not  state  that  the  plaintiff  are  a  corporation."  I 
consider,  therefore,  that  the  manner  of  stating  the  objection 
is  a  mere  inadvertence,  at  most,  a  clerical  error  which- could 
not  possibly  lead  the  plaintiffs  astray.  Disregarding,  then, 
the  manner  of  the  objection,  is  it  in  itself  tenable  ?  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  plaintiff  are  a  foreign  corporation.    There  is 
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no  such  corporation,  we  know,  authorized  by  the  laws  <^  ikiM 
0tate. 

rhe  law  only  lecognizea  indiyidoals  in  their  natural  capacity, 
with  distinctive  christian  names,  and  surnames,  and  artificial 
bodies,  constituted  by  the  competent  authority,  allowed  to  sue 
and  to  be  sued,  bearing  some  distinctive  appellation.  Con* 
fiision  and  uncertainty  would  be  the  inevitable  result,  if  any 
number  of  persons,  real  or  fictitious,  were  permitted  to  main* 
tain  claims  in  a  court  of  justice.  It  would  appear,  therefore, 
as  a  necessaiy  corollary  to  this,  that  persons  coming  into  a 
court  of  justice  to  establish  or  defend  claims,  or  to  seek  redress, 
should  come  in  their  real  individual  names,  or,  if  endowed 
with  a  corporate  capacity,  that  they  should  expressly  all^ 
it 

But,  where  the  incorporation  is  created  by  a  general  law  of 
the  state  or  country  in  which  the  action  is  commenced,  it  is 
then  plainly  unnecessary,  because  such  incorporation  is  a  por- 
tion of  the  public  law,  of  which  the  court  will  take  judicial 
cognizance,  and  in  this  state,  even  a  particular  law  constitut- 
ing a  corporate  body,  printed  in  an  authorized  volume  of  the 
statutes,  would  now  make  it  the  subject  of  judicial  cognizance. 
Nor  is  it  necessary  to  allege '  the  incorporation,  where  the  de- 
fendants have  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  plaintiff  in 
their  corporate  name,  because  they  thereby  admit  them  to  be 
duly  constituted  as  a  body  corporate,  under  such  name.  This 
was  really  the  question  in  Henriques  agt  The  Dutch  West  India 
Co.  (2  Ixyrd  Rayrrumd^  1585).  The  plaintiflfe  in  error  were 
estopped,  by  the  recognizance  which  they  had  entered  into 
with  the  defendants  in  error,  firom  insisting  that  there  was  no 
such  company.  But,  where  no  such  admission  has  been  ever 
made — where  the  contract,  upon  which  the  action  is  founded, 
has  not  been  made  with  the  plaintiff  in  their  corporate  capa- 
city, and  by  their  corporate  name — ^I  think  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient consent  of  authority,  allowing  the  maintenance  of  an 
action  by  a  foreign  corporation,  without  alleging  the  incorpo- 
ration. This  is  the  true  and  reasonable  deduction,  which  has 
been  lost  sight  of  in  some  recent  special  term  decisions.    By 
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referring  to  the  case  of  The  Dutchess  County  Mm,  Oo.  agfc. 
Davis  (14  V.  R  289),  it  will  be  observed  that  this  distinctioii 
is  reoognized  by  the  court  in  banc^  in  the  opinion  of  Chief 
Justice  Thompson. 

I  do  not  say  that  it  is  necessary  to  state  the  act  of  inooiv 
ppration  at  large,  or  even  to  refer  to  it — this  must  be  done  if 
controverted  at  the  trial — ^but  enough  must  be  alleged,  in 
actions  instituted  by  foreign  corporations,  to  show,  at  leasti 
that  it  is  a  corporation,  and  to  indicate  the  state  or  country 
to  which  it  belongs.  Nothing  of  the  kind  appears  in  this 
complaint  A  certain  number  of  words  are  put  together, 
which  are  manifestly  neither  christian  names  nor  surnames  of 
individuals,  and  without  a  single  word  indicating  a  corporate 
existence.  This  ground  of  demurrer  is,  in  my  opinion,  suffi- 
cient. 

The  other  specifications,  which  are  properly  included  under 
the  6th  subdivision  of  section  144,  are  not  tenable. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  on  the  demurrer,  unless  the 
pkLntifib  within  twenty  days  amend  their  complaint,  costs  of 
demurrer  to  defendant  to  abide  event 
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John  Ehhons,  appellant,  agt  Jhe  New- York  and  Ebdb 
Railroad  Co.,  respondents. 

Where  the  attorneys  of  the  respeotive  parties,  bj  a  stipulation  fiiirlj  entered  into, 
agree  that  the  costs  of  a  term  or  circuit,  at  which  the  cause  is  noticed,  shall 
abide  t  e  final  event  of  the  action,  the  agreement  should  be  enfosoed,  without 
limit  to  three  calendar  fees. 

Monroe  General  Term,  Dec,  1858. 

Welles,  Smith  and  Johnson,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  order  directing  readjustment  of  costs.    Issae 
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of  &ot  was  joined  in  October,  1855,  which  was  duly  noticed 
for  trial  for  the  circuit  held  in  Steuben  county,  where  the 
yenue  was  laid  in  November  of  the  same  year,  but  was  not 
reached  upon  the  calendar.  The  cause  was  also  duly  noticed 
for  trial  for  the  circuit  held  in  said  county  in  May,  1856,  but 
was  put  over  that  circuit,  the  defendant  stipulating  that  the 
calendar  fee  of  that  circuit  should  abide  the  event  The  cause 
was  again  duly  noticed  for  the  circuit  held  in  November,  1856, 
and  not  reached  on  the  calendar  of  that  drouit  It  was  also 
noticed  for  the  circuit  held  in  January,  1857,  at  which  circuit 
the  trial  was  put  over  on  the  defendants'  stipulation  that  the 
calendar  fee  abide  the  event,  and  the  same  occurred  with 
respect  to  the  March  circuit  in  said  county,  1857. 

The  plaintiff  obtained  judgment  in  November,  1857,  and  on 
the  80th  day  of  that  month  the  clerk  of  Steuben  county  taxed 
or  adjusted  the  plaintiff's  costs  at  $132.99.  The  bill  of  costs 
BO  taxed  included  calendar  fees  of  $10  for  each  of  the  above 
five  circuits.  The  cause  was  necessarily  on  the  calendar  at 
each  of  said  circuits,  upon  the  plaintiff's  notice.  The  defend* 
ants  also  noticed  the  cause  for  trial  at  each  of  said  terms,  ex* 
cepting  that  of  November,  1855. 

The  defendants'  counsel  objected  before  the  clerk  to  the 
allowance  of  more  than  three  calendar  fees,  and  that  two  of 
those  should  be  deducted,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant 
had  paid  the  costs  of  putting  the  trial  over  two  circuits,  not 
charged.in  the  bill  of  costs.  But  the  clerk  overruled  both 
objections,  and  allowed  for  the  whole  five  terms,  as  charged. 

The  court  at  q)ecial  term  ordered  the  costs  retaxed,  by 
striking  out  of  the  taxed  bill  two  circuit  or  term  fees  of  ten 
dollars  each. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  that  order. 

Oeo.  B.  BBADLST,/or  appdlanL 
S.  MjLTBSWB^Jbr  respondents. 

By  ihe  oourt^- Wxllxs,  Justice.  At  the  time  the  plaintiff 
obtidned  judgmenti  he  was  restricted  to  three  calendAr  fees. 
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{Chde  as  amended  in  1857,  §  807.)  Bat  I  apprehend  it  was 
not  the  design  of  the  legislature  to  control  the  parties  in  any 
agreement  they  might  make  upon  the  subject,  provided  there 
was  no  reason  to  suspect  collusion  between  the  parties.  If  an 
agreement  or  stipulation  is  fstirlj  entered  into  bj  the  attor- 
neys, that  the  costs  of  a  term  shall  abide  the  final  event,  I  per- 
ceive no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  enforced.  The  evil,  exist- 
ing at  which  the  amendment  limiting  the  prevailing  party  to 
three  calendar  fees,  I  apprehend,  was  a  practice  alleged  to  exist 
in  some  places  of  putting  causes  on  the  calendar,  term  after  term, 
for  a  long  time,  without  any  hope  of  their  being  reached,  and 
with  no  other  imaginable  motive  but  to  enhance  the  costs,  and 
without  making  any  preparation  for  the  trial. 

There  has  not  been,  that  I  am  aware  o^  any  adjudication 
in  this  court  upon  the  precise  question  involved;  and  as  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  amendment  of  the  Code  in  1857  was 
not  intended  to  affect  a  case  where  the  parties  had  stipulated 
on  the  subject^  and  as  there  is  no  evidence  or  allegation  of  any 
fraud  or  collusion  between  them,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  should  be  permitted  to  tax  the  five  calendar  fees. 

The  order  appealed  fiN>m  should  be  reversed. 


SUPERIOR  COURT. 

JoHK  Peptigrew  agt  The  Mayor,  &€.,  of  the  Cmr  of 
Nkw-York. 

Where  the  plaintiff  obtained  Judgment  against  the  defeDdanta  on  a  contract  for 
regulating  a  streeti  and  gubaequently  the  defendants  moved  to  eet  aside  the 
Jndgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  original  bid  of  the  plaintiff  was  22  cents  per 
cubic  yard  for  the  earth  filling,  instead  of  42  cents ;  that  the  original  record  of 
the  contract  kept  in  the  street  commiasioner's  office  had  been  altered  by  an 
erasure  of  iwmtiy  and  a  substitution  of  the  word  forty. 
Beld,  on  the  papers  before  the  court,  that  it  did  not  appear  that. the  plaiDtiff  par- 
■  tloipated  in  or  knew  of  any  audi  flrand.    Nor  did  the  xnere  fhct  of  the  extom 
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amoant  of  $T,000,  recovered  by  him  for  such  w<»rk,  raise  a  presamption  of 
Ihuid  against  hioL  Bat  while  the  plaintiff  yindicated  his  own  integrity,  he 
presented  a  case  for  the  relief  of  the  defendanta 

The  contract  was  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  as  the  lowest  bidder,  and  on  the  case 
presented  by  him  he  must  be  assumed  as  having  meant  and  offered  a  bid 
at  42  cents,  and  took  the  oontract  at  that  price,  in  which  case  the  record 
showed  that  there  were  nine  lower  bidders.  The  contract^  therefore,  must 
have  been  made  by  the  corporation  on  a  misstatement  or  mistake  of  foct^  and 
was  void.  The  contract  sanctioned  and  intended  to  be  made  by  them  was  fxx 
22  cents — ^which  the  plaintiff  never  agreed  to. 

J9e^  that  this  mutual  and  fundamental  mistake  of  the  very  basis  of  the  contract 
was  ample  ground  for  relief  and  of  the  power  of  the  court  to  give  relief  there 
ooold  be  no  doubt  {Oode,  %  474.)  Judgment  and  report  of  referee,  with  aU 
subsequent  prooeedings^  set  aside,  without  costs. 

New  -  York  Special  Tenn^  June^  1859. 
Motion  by  the  defendants  to  set  aside  and  vacate  a  judg- 
ment and  all  proceedings  subsecLuent  thereto. 

R  Bustbei>,/(w  motion. 
G.  Dean,  in  opposition. 

Hoffman,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment 
against  the  defendants  on  the  16th  of  January,  1859,  for  the 
sum  of  $25,700.28,  besides  costs.  About  $15,765  of  this 
amount  was  for  the  performance  of  a  contract  for  regulating 
Sixty-third  street,  between  Fifth  and  Sixth  avenues. 

The  contract  on  which  this  part  of  the  claim  was  founded 
was  dated  the  26th  day  of  November,  1852,  and,  in  the  copy 
annexed  to  the  complaint,  provided  for  payment  for  the  work 
as  follows : 

"  For  all  work  which  shall  be  blasted,  and  broken  to  a  suit- 
able size  for  carting,  including  its  removal  and  deposit  in 
embankment,  the  sum  of  sixty  cents  per  cubic  yard  shall  be 
paid,  and  twelve  cents  per  cubic  yard  for  earth  excavated,  and 
firty-tivo  cents  per  cubic  yard  for  earth  filling ;  culverts,  per 
running  foot,  $1." 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendants  upon  this  alleged  contract, 
alleging  performance  of  the  work  as  stipulated,  and  demand 
and  refusal  of  payment. 
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The  defendants,  by  answer,  insisted  upon  the  tsici  of  a  dis- 
continuance  of  the  work  contracted  for,  upon  the  ground  being 
taken  for  the  Central  Park,  and  notice  of  such  discontinuance 
being  given. 

The  case  was  referred,  was  litigated,  and  judgment  given  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff)  from  which  no  appeal  has  been  taken. 

It  is  therefore  sufficient,  to  observe,  that  if  the  referee  was 
wrong  upon  the  point  contested  and  decided  by  him,  the  error 
cannot  now  be  redressed ;  plainly,  it  cannot  be  done  in  this 
mode. 

The  present  application  is  made  upon  the  ground  that  the 
original  bid  of  the  plaintiff  was  22  cents  per  cubic  yard  for  the 
earth  Ming,  instead  of  42  cents ;  that  the  original  record  of 
the  contract  made  in  a  book  kept  in  the  street  commissicmei's 
office  has  been  altered  by  an  erasure  of  twenty  and  substitution 
of  the  ward  forty;  and  that  it  appeared  by  a  copy  of  the  esti- 
mates, transmitted  to  the  common  council  by  die  street  com- 
missioner October  29,  1862,  stating  his  award  to  the  plaintiff 
of  the  contract,  that  22  cents  was  the  actual  amount. 

By  that  document  the  then  street  commissioner  reported 
that  the  contract  was  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  as  the  lowest 
bidder.  It  appears  upon  its  fEice  that  the  bid  of  the  plaintiff 
was  for  excavating  earth,  per  cubic  yard  (250  yards),  12  cents; 
for  filling  earth,  per  cubic  yard  (85,000  yards)  22  cents ;  for 
excavating  and  removing  rock,  per  cubic  yard  (600  yards),  60 
cents;  and  for  culverts,  per  running  foot  (180  feet),  $1  per  foot 
The  aggregate  of  the  bid  amounted  to  $8,197. 

There  were  thirteen  other  bidders,  whose  offer  for  the  filling 
earth,  per  cubic  yard,  varied  from  80  cents  to  69  cents.  Four  of 
these  offers  were  from  49  cents  upwards.  The  lowest  aggregate 
of  the  other  bidders  was  $10,650.   The  highest  was  $24^806.50. 

The  additional  charge  of  20  cents  upon  the  earth  filling  of 
85,000  yards  would  add  $7,000  to  the  above  amount  of  the 
plaintiff's  offer,  making  it  $15,197.  Four  of  the  offers  would, 
then,  exceed  it  in  the  aggregate,  the  lowest  of  such  four  being 
$17,882,50. 

It  is  sworn  to,  and  not  contested,  that  the  habit  of  the  plain* 
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iiSEf  in  every  extensive  contract  of  a  similar  nature  witli  the 
corporation,  was  not  to  take  a  copy  of  the  contract ;  that  he 
did  not  do  it  at  this  time ;  that  he  or  his  attorney  obtained 
the  copy  annexed  to  the  complaint,  upon  commencing  the 
action,  which  was  certified  by  the  deputy  street  commissioner. 
The  contracts  are  entered  in  a  book  kept  in  the  office. 

It  is  also  shown,  that  upon  the  trial  the  original  book  was 
produced  in  evidence  before  the  referee,  and  produced  by  the 
plaintifTs  attorney. 

The  plaintiff,  in  his  affidavit  to  oppose  the  present  motion, 
denies  any  knowledge,  information  or  suspicion  of  any  alter- 
ation in  the  contract,  '^  or  that  it  was  not  in  exact  accordance 
with  his  bids  for  the  said  work,"  until  he  saw  the  communica- 
tion-of  Mr.  Lovell,  of  the  21st  day  of  February,  1859 ;  that 
he  has  ho  knowledge  or  suspicion  of  the  person  by  whom  the 
alteration  was  made,  if  any  was  made ;  that  the  contract  was 
never  seen  by  him  since  its  execution ;  that  he  has  no  copy  of 
his  bid,  nor  has  he  seen  it  since  it  was  deposited,  nor  has  he  ever 
seen  the  original  bids  of  his  competitors ;  that,  if  the  same  have 
been  abstracted  from  the  office,  it  was  without  his  knowledge  or 
privity.  That  he  does  not  know  what  his  bid  actually  was  for 
such  work ;  that  he  supposed  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  action  that  the  assessment  of  said  work  had  been  made  in 
accordance  with  the  bid  under  which  the  contract  had  been 
awarded  to  him,  and  that  he  had  no  knowledge  to  the  contrary 
now. 

That  for  thirty  years  he  has  had  such  contracts  with  the 
defendants,  and  never  been  in  the  habit  of  retaining  copies  of 
his  bids  or  contracts,  but  to  rely  on  the  original  records. 

He  further  says :  '^  That  the  price  contained  in  said  contract 
for  said  work  is  now  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  its  execution  by 
him,  as  he  verily  believes ;"  and  he  states  positively,  and  of 
his  own  knowledge,  "  that  no  alteration,  change  or  erasure, 
has  ever  been  made  therein  by  deponent,  or  at  his  instigation, 
or  with  his  privity  or  assent" 

It  appears  also  that  the  original  bids  cannot,  after  diligent 
search,  be  found  in  the  proper  office. 


49C  NBW-TOBE  PRACnCB  RBPOBTB. 

Pettigrew  agt  The  Major,  &c,  of  the  City  of  New-Tcnk. 

Mr.  Lovell  swears  to  an  inspection  of  the  record  of  the  con- 
tract^ and  his  belief  that  the  erasure  and  alteration  were 
firattdulently  made. 

The  book  was  produced,  and  inspected  by  consent  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that,  with  the  affidavit^  there  is  ground  for 
inquiring  into  the  fact,  at  least,  if  any  further  inquiry  can  be 
allowed  in  the  case. 

By  the  revised  statutes,  no  judgment  in  any  court  of  record 
shall  be  set  aside  for  irregularity  on  motion,  unless  such 
motion  be  made  within  one  year  after  the  time  such  judg- 
ment was  rendered.     (2  B,  &  859,  §  2.) 

The  Code  (§  174)  is  more  comprehensive :  "  The  court  may, 
in  its  discretion,  and  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  just,  at  any 
time  within  one  year  after  notice  thereof  rdieve  a  party  from 
a  judgment  order  or  other  proceeding  taken  against  him^ 
through  his  mistake,  inadvertence,  surprise,  or  excusable 
neglect." 

It  can  scarcely  be  contended  that,  when  a  trial  has  been 
had,-  the  court  under  this  section  would  grant  relief,  when  it 
would  not  grant  a  motion  for  a  new  trisd  under  such  circum- 
stances. 

The  decision  in  this  court,  of  Levy  agt  Joyce  (1  BosuoariKs 
I(fp.  622),  does  not  conflict  with  this  view.  Though  an  ex- 
cusable  omission,  and  under  very  special  circumstances,  a 
claimant  upon  a  fund,  who  had  omitted  to  produce  his  proo& 
at  all  upon  a  trial  involving  the  rights  of  many  others,  was 
admitted  after  judgment. 

So  in  the  important  and  pertinent  case  of  Bell  agt  Kdty 
(2  HarrisorCs  K  J.  Sep.  270),  there  was  a  judgment  by  default^ 
and  some  proceedings  were  taken  to  amerce  the  sheriff.  There 
was  then  an  application  to  open  the  judgment,  on  an  affidavit 
that  the  defendant  had  been  an  endorser  on  several  notes  of 
the  firm  of  Tyson  &  Co.,  and  supposed,  when  sued,  that  the 
action  was  one  of  such  notes ;  that  about  the  17th  day  of  May, 
1889  (after  judgment),  he  for  the  first  time  discovered  that  one 
of  such  firm  had  been  in  the  habit  of  forging  his  name  on 
several  notes ;  that  he  believed  the  note  in  question  was  fidse 
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and  forged ;  that  he  called  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney  as  80on 
as  his  suspicion  was  aroused,  who  had  refused  to  let  him  see 
ihcL  note.  The  judgment  was  opened  on  terms.  {See  also  the 
case  cited  at  page  274.) 

Now,  few  points  are  better  settled  than  this,  that  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  newlj  discovered  evidence, 
will  not  be  entertained  where  the  applicant  has  had  the  means 
of  procuring  the  evidence  at  the  former  trial,  and  could  have 
known  of  its  existence  then  with  the  use  of  similar  diligence 
with  that  which  has  obtained  it  subsequentlj.  (Qraham  and 
Waterman,  vol  8,  1030,  1035.) 

Any  degree  of  complicity,  however,  of  the  other  side,  in 
any  fraud,  or  deception,  or  misleading,  will  decide  the  question, 
and  induce  the  court  to  grant  the  application. 

It  is  not  a  justifiable  conclusion,  upon  the  papers  before  me, 
that  the  plaintiff  participated  in,  or  knew  of  any  such  fraud. 
Kor  should  I  be  warranted  in  saying  that  the  mere  fact  of  the 
extra  amount  being  $7,000  raises  a  presumption  of  fraud  in 
him.  He  is  entitled,  in  law  and  practice,  to  the  benefit  of  the 
considerations  that  he  has  never  kept  a  copy  of  his  bid,  be- 
lieves  the  contract  corresponded  with  it,  and  that  the  average 
of  all  the  bids  for  filling  earth  is  thirty-eight  cents,  and  the 
average  of  the  total  amounts  for  the  whole  is  about  $14,162. 

But  the  plaintiff  in  vindicating  his  own  integrity,  presents 
a  case  for  the  relief  of  the  defendants.  He  is  to  be  assumed 
as  having  offered  a  bid  at  42  cents  for  earth,  making  his  aggre- 
gate amount  for  the  work  $15,197,  instead  of  $8,137.  There 
were  then  nine  lower  bidders.  The  contract  was  made  by  the 
mayor,  aldermen  and  conmionalty,  through  the  street  com- 
missioner, on  a  misstatement  or  mistake  of  the  &ct  The  con- 
tract sanctioned  and  intended  to  be  made  was  for  22  cents. 
The  contract  actually  made  was  unfounded  in  fact,  and  in  my 
opinion  void.  The  plaintiff  meant  and  offered  to  take  the 
contract  for  42  cents.  The  corporation  never  acceded  to  this, 
but  did  agree  to  a  contract,  which  the  plaintiff  never  agreed 
to.  This  mutual  and  fundamental  mistake  of  the  very  basis 
of  the  contract  is  ample  ground  for  relief,  and  of  the  power  of 

Vol.  XVn.  32 
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the  court  to  give  relief  I  entertain  no  doubt,   {Levy  agt.  Joyce, 
1  BosworiKs  Rep.  622.) 

But  the  plaintiff  has  performed  the  work,  and  has  got  a 
judgment  after  litigation,  that  he  is  entitled  to  payment 
There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  justice  or  good  reason  for  giv- 
ing relief  beyond  correcting  the  error  in  this  particular. 

My  impressions  are,  as  the  Code  permits  the  fixing  of  terms 
and  conditions,  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  put  himself  in 

the  place  of  the  actual  lowest  bidder,  Mr. ,  whose  pio£Ebr 

was  for  $10,650. 

The  consequence  of  this  would  be  a  reduction  upon  the 
judgment  of  $2,453,  with  interest  from  the  1st  day  of  May, 
1857. 

Still,  I  doubt  whether  I  can  do  anything  regularly  under 
this  application,  but  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  report  of 
the  referee.  Whether  the  cause  may  be  proceeded  upon  under 
the  order  of  reference,  or  what  other  course  may  be  r^ular, 
is  for  counsel  to  determine. 

Order  to  set  aside  and  vacate  the  judgment  entered  in  this 
cause,  with  the  report  of  the  referee,  and  all  proceedings  sub- 
sequent to  such  judgment,  without  costs. 

On  settling  the  order,  the  counsel  may  bring  before  me  the 
above  considerations,  if  so  advised. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
The  Utioa  City  Bank  agt.  Alton  Bitel. 

It  IS  not  necessary  that  the  affidavU^  on  which  an  order  is  issued  for  the  examina- 
tion of  a  jodginent  debtor  in  proceedings  sapplementary  to  execatioiiy  afaoold 
be  served  with  the  order. 

A  AerijPa  ceriificaJU  of  the  service  of  an  ardar^  for  the  examination  of  a  jndgment 
debtor  in  supplementary  proceedings,  is  not  sufficient  emdtnoe  that  sudi  service 
has  been  made.  An  appearance  of  the  judgment  debtor,  howeveri  upon  such 
service,  cures  the  defect 
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There  are  but  two  daasee  of  cases  where  the  certiftcaie  of  an  offioer  is  evidenoe 
of  the  Acts  stated  in  it,  and  upon  whioh  some  Aitare  action  can  be  predicated. 
The  first  is,  where  it  is  made  evidence  by  statute^  and  the  second,  where 
what  is  technically  known  as  process^  or  that  which  is  in  the  nature  of  pro- 
oesSy  is  directed  to  the  sherifl;  and  he  is  required  or  directed  to  make  a  return 
thereto. 

At  Chambers,  August  9,  1859. 

MonoN  for  an  attachment  against  the  defendant  for  oon- 
tempt, 

E[brnan  &  Qcms,  for  plaintiff. 
Hunt  &  Throop, /or  defendant. 

Bacon,  Justice.  On  the  26th  day  of  July,  1859,  an  order 
supplementary  to  the  return  of  an  execution  was  obtained  by 
the  plaintiff,  requiriDg  the  defendant  to  appear  and  be  exam* 
ined  on  the  29th  of  July  before  a  referee  appointed  for  that 
purpose.  This  order  was  served  on  the  27th  of  July,  and  the 
proof  of  such  service  consisted  of  the  certificate  of  the  sherifl^ 
without  being  verified  by  oath  that  such  service  had  been 
made.  On  the  day  designated  by  the  order,  the  defendant 
appeared  before  the  referee  in  the  manner  hereinafter  stated, 
and  asked  a  postponement  of  the  hearing  until  the  5th  of  Au- 
gust thereafter,  which  application  was  granted  by  the  referee. 
[Jpon  the  adjourned  day  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and 
thereupon,  on  the  certificate  of  the  referee,  and  an  ajBidavit  of 
the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  stating  the  facts,  an  order  was 
granted  by  me,  returnable  on  the  9th  of  August,  requiring  the 
defendant  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  attached  as  for 
a  contempt,  in  not  obeying  the  order  to  appear  and  submit  to 
an  examination. 

The  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  now  appears  and  submits 
that  the  order  should  be  discharged :  1.  For  the  reason  that 
the  affidavit  on  which  the  order  was  founded  was  not  served 
with  the  order ;  and,  2.  That  no  proper  and  legal  proof  was 
made  of  the  service  upon  the  defendant  of  the  original  order 
to  appear  and  be  examined,  and  that,  consequently  he  was 
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not  in  contempt  for  not  appearing  on  the  adjourned  day.  The 
first  objection  I  overruled,  on  the  authority  of  Orem  agt  Balr 
lard  (8  How.  816),  and  other  caae&  As  to  the  second,  the 
Code  provides  (§  802),  that  if  any  person,  party  or  witness  dis- 
obey an  order  of  the  judge,  or  referee,  duly  servedj  such  per- 
son, party  or  witness  may  be  punished  by  the  judge  as  for  a 
contempt.  The  defendant's  counsel  insists  that  the  mere  cer- 
tificate of  the  sheriff,  that  he  served  an  order,  affords  no  proof 
of  the  service  of  the  order ;  that^  consequently,  the  party  was 
not  required  to  appear,  and  cannot  be  punished  for  disobedi- 
ence of  the  order,  and  on  this  position,  to  the  extent  that  the 
proof  of  service  was  not  duly  made,  I  think  he  is  right  The 
Code  makes  no  provision  as  to  the  time,  mode  or  manner  of 
the  service  of  these  supplementary  coders,  nor  how  the  proof 
of  such  service  shall  be  manifested,  or  made  to  appear.  There 
seems  to  be  only  two  classes  of  cases  where  the  certificate  of  an 
officer  is  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it,  and  upon  which 
some  future  action  can  be  predicated.  The  first  is  where  it  is 
made  evidence  by  statute,  and  the  second  where  what  is  tech- 
nically known  as  process,  or  that  which  is  in  the  nature  of  pro- 
cess, is  directed  to  the  sheriff  and  he  is  required  or  directed  to 
make  a  return  thereto. 

Under  the  first  head,  various  provisions  are  found  in  the 
statutes  and  in  the  Code,  where  such  certificate  is  expressly 
made  evidence.  Thus,  in  respect  to  a  summons,  the  jNrovisioa 
is,  that  service  may  be  made  by  the  sheriff,  or  by  any  other 
person  not  a  party  to  the  action,  but  the  I88th  section  of  the 
Code  expressly  makes  the  certificate  of  the  sheriff  good  proof 
of  the  service  thereof 

In  reference  to  orders  of  arrest,  of  attachment  and  execu- 
tions, they  are  all  directed  to  the  sheriff,  and  require  him  to 
execute  the  same  according  to  law,  and  there  is  generally  a 
mandate  in  all  of  them  requiring  a  return  to  be  made  thereto, 
and  they  all  come  under  the  second  class  of  cases  mentioned 
above.  But  if  the  process  is  silent  as  to  a  return,  the  duty  of 
the  sheriff  is  doubtless  the  same,  and  whenever  such  duty  is 
enjoined  by  the  process,  or  by  the  law,  the  return  is  an  official 
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act,  and  becomes  evidence  by  the  common  law.  {See  2  Cbw. 
and  HiWa  Notes,  289,  40,  794 ;  1  Oreen.  Ev.  %  498.)  The  stat- 
ute in  relation  to  the  duties  of  a  sheriff  requires  every  sheriff, 
or  other  officer  to  whom  process  shall  be  delivered,  to  execute 
the  same  according  to  the  command  thereoj^  and  to  make  due 
return  of  his  proceedings  thereon,  which  return  shall  be  signed 
by  hinu    (2  R  S.  Bd  erf.,  686,  §  95.) 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  insists,  in  answer  to  this  objection, 
that  the  order  issued  in  this  case  partakes  so  far  of  the  nature 
o^  that  it  may  without  violence  to  language,  or  the  law,  be 
called  and  deemed  process,  and  being  such,  the  certificate  of 
the  sheriff  is  proper  and  sufficient  proof  of  its  service.  I  think 
it  can  hardly  come  under  any  definition  which  can  be  fairly 
applied  to  that  term.  Process  is  defined  by  Blackstone  to  be 
the  means  of  compelling  a  defendant  to  appear  in  court,  and 
although  literally,  perhaps,  it  can  only  be  strictly  characterized 
as  the  initial  step  in  a  cause,  it  has  come  to  be  indicated  by  the 
two  terms,  mesne  and  final,  which  are  used  to  designate  the  two 
stages  in  the  progress  of  a  cause  in  which  it  is  employed. 
{See  Tomlin^s  Law  Dictixmary^  word  "  Process.^)  Process  is 
always  directed  to  some  officer  to  be  executed,  and  is  strictly 
the  mandate  of  the  court  to  the  officer,  commanding  him  to  do 
certain  things,  or  perform  certain  services,  within  his  official 
cognizance,  and  it  is  this  character  of  it,  and  the  injunctions 
it  contains,  which  makes  his  return  evidence.  To  ascertain, 
then,  whether  a  return  is  competent  evidence  or  not,  we  must 
look  to  the  process  itself  primarily,  and  to  the  law  regulating 
the  duty  of  officers  thereon.  "  If  the  process  is  not  what  is 
called  returnable  process,  or,  in  other  words,  if  it  be  process 
upon  which  the  officer  is  not  required  to  certify  his  doings, 
his  return  will  not  be  evidence,  for  in  that  case  the  act  is  en- 
tirely unofficial^  and  is  entitled  to  no  more  credit  than  it  would 
by  the  act  of  any  private  person."  (2  Cow.  and  HiU,  794, 
noted,) 

In  this  case  the  order  could  be  served  by  any  person  who- 
ever ;  it  is  not  directed  to  the  sheriff,  and  contains  no  injunc- 
tion to  him  to  do  or  return  anything,  nor  by  its  terms  or  in 
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its  nature  is  any  ofGlcial  return  required  to  be  made  regarding 
it,  nor  is  there  any  statute  which  requires  the  sheriff  to  make 
the  service  or  return,  or  that  makes  a  return,  when  made,  evi- 
dence of  the  &ct8  stated  therein. 

The  419th  section  of  the  Code  does  not  meet  the  case,  for 
two  reasons :  1.  The  summons,  orders  and  judgments  there 
spoken  of  are  such  as  are  to  be  executed  '*  pursuant  to  this 
act,"  that  is,  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  Code,  and  the 
Code  is  silent  as  to  the  mode  of  service  of  this  supplementary 
order ;  and,  2.  The  injunction  is  only  that  the  sheriff  shall 
execute  such  orders,  and  shall  be  liable  if  he  neglects  the  duty, 
and  makes  no  provision  in  regard  to  the  manner  of  serving  or 
making  proof  of  the  service  of  orders,  or  what  will  be  sufficient 
evidence  of  service.  This  course  of  reasoning  satisfies  me  that 
the  certificate  of  the  sheriff  of  the  service  of  the  order  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  that  the  service  had  been  made,  and,  if  there 
had  been  nothing  else  in  the  case,  would  not  have  authorized 
the  referee  to  make  any  order  therein,  nor  the  judge,  on  the 
non-appearance  of  the  party,  to  have  entertained  an  application 
.  for  an  attachment  as  for  a  contempt. 

If,  then,  the  defendant  had  not  appeared  at  all  upon  this 
order,  and  no  other  proof  of  its  service  had  been  made  than  is 
shown  in  this  case,  the  referee  would  have  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  make  any  order,  and  the  defendant  would  not  have  been  in 
contempt  for  disobeying  it  In  the  case  of  a  summons,  the 
Code  provides  that  a  voluntary  appearance  of  a  defendant  is 
equivalent  to  a  personal  service.  (§  189.)  And  any  irregu- 
larity in  the  service  of  an  order  is  waived  by  an  appearance, 
and  by  voluntarily  submitting,  without  objection,  to  an  exam* 
ination.  {Gheen  agt  BaVard^  8  How.  815.)  In  this  case  it  is 
not  pretended  that  there  was  any  irregularity  in  the  service  of 
the  order,  but  only  a  defect  in  the  proof  of  its  service.  But^ 
by  the  defendant's  appearance,  no  proof  of  the  service  was 
necessary,  and  the  referee  was  not  called  upon  to  act  on  that 
subject  K  any  such  objection  had  been  made,  it  could  doubt- 
less have  been  remedied  on  the  spot  The  defendant,  in  pcant 
of  fact,  did  appear,  but  it  is  said  it  was  only  in  a  qualified 
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manner,  and  in  such  a  way  as  to  save  all  hia  rights.    Let  us 
see  if  this  is  sufficient 

The  referee  states,  in  his  report,  that  on  the  day  the  order 
was  returnable,  the  defendant  appeared  only  for  the  purpose 
of  asking  an  adjournment,  and  saving  all  his  rights  and  objec- 
tions, technical  and  otherwise.  It  is  further  added  that  "  the 
^  defendant  appeared  for  that  purpose  and  no  other,  and  by  his 
counsel  asks  a  postponement,  reserving  and  saving  all  the 
rights  of  the  defendant  to  object  to  and  oppose  the  proceedings 
herein,  and  the  regularity  and  sufficiency  thereof, '^  and  there- 
upon, on  the  motion  of  defendant,  the  proceeding  was  ad- 
journed until  the  5th  of  Augost,  ^*  the  rights  of  the  parties 
being  reserved  as  above  mentioned."  A  party  can,  unques- 
tionably, make  a  qualified  appearance,  and  loses  thereby  no 
rights  which  he  expressly  reserves.  The  party  having  ap- 
peared in  obedience  to  the  order,  the  service  had  accomplished 
all  its  office,  and  no  proof  whatever  was  necessary  on  that 
point  The  rights  reserved,  and  which  the  party  does  not 
lose,  are  the  right  to  oppose  the  proceeding  and  the  regularity 
.  and  sufficiency  thereof  and  when  he  asked  an  adjournment, 
and  it  was  granted  with  that  reservation,  he  retained  all  those 
rights,  and  was  bound  to  obey  the  order  of  the  referee  to 
appear  upon  the  adjourned  day.  In  short,  the  referee  acquired 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  the  cause,  and  did  not  and  has 
not  lost  it  becsiuse  the  proof  of  the  service  was  not  sufficient 
to  authorize  ulterior  proceedings,  had  there  been  in  fact  no 
appearance  whatever.  In  a  case  in  the  superior  court  of  New* 
York,  it  is  held  that  one  of  several  defendants  jointly  liable 
on  a  judgment  cannot  appear,  under  protest  to  the  jurisdiction, 
J  and  object  that  it  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceed- 
ings either  that  he  resides  or  was  personally  served  with  pro- 
cess within  the  city  of  New-York— such  an  appearance  is 
equivalent  to  a  personal  service.  {Mahomny  agt  Penman^  1 
Abb.  S4.) 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
appear,  pursuant  to  the  order  and  the  direction  of  the  referee, 
upon  the  adjourned  day,  and  that  such  non-appearance  was  a 
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contempt  which  has  not  been  purged  upon  the  order  to  show 
cause.  An  attachment  must  therefore  issue,  returnable  at 
the  next  special  term  in  this  district,  and  an  order  for  such 
attachment  is  accordingly  granted ;  but  as  the  only  object 
sought  by  the  plaintiflF  is,  to  procure  an  examination  of  the 
defendant  pursuant  to  the  original  order,  and  it  is  entirely  in 
the  power  of  the  defendant  to  perform  that  duty,  the  order 
may  be  discharged  upon  the  defendant's  appearing  before  the 
referee  on  the  16th  day  of  August,  at  10  A.  M.,  and  at  such 
other  times  as  he  shall  direct,  and  submit  to  an  examination, 
pursuant  to  the  original  order,  and  paying  $10  for  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  the  proceedings  to  obtain  this  order. 


SUPREME  COUBT. 
Retire  F.  Crocker  agt.  Stephen  Crocker  and  others. 

Where  the  plaintifl;  while  onder  an  injanction  festndning  him  from  making  any 
dispoaition  of  his  property  io  the  prejudice  of  his  judgment  creditors,  cdllwMtj 
made  an  indirect  and  fraudulent  transfer  of  a  large  amount  of  stock  to  the  de* 
fendant,  his  brother,  on  a  secret  trust  for  his  (the  pUuntifrs)  own  benefit — 

Sddf  in  an  action  bj  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  his  brother,  to  recover 
back  such  stock  so  transferred,  that  the  sale  or  transfer  was  effectual  in  law, 
to  vest  the  title  absolutely  in  the  defendant,  although  it  appeared  that  the 
latter  was  a  party  to  the  fraud. 

A  misdemeanor  is  not  the  souroe  of  a  civil  action  in  &yor  of  either  of  the  guUtf 
parties.  Hayiog  trusted  each  other  against  the  law,  they  cannot  invoke  the 
law  against  each  other.  However  unjust  the  transaction,  as  between  the 
brothers,  it  is  aa  injury  for  which  the  law  gives  no  redress. 

New '  York  General  Term,  1859. 

Roosevelt,  Judge.  The  plaintiff,  Retire  F.  Crocker,  and 
the  defendant,  Stephen  Crocker,  are  brothers.  In  1846,  Retire 
was  the  owner  of  400  shares  of  the  stock  of  "  The  Union  Maa- 
ufacturiDg  Company  of  Norvvalk,"  of  the  par  value  of  $10|000, 
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and  on  which  he  had  actually  paid  instalments  to  the  amount ' 
of  $9,000.  He  also  held  a  claim  against  the  company  for  more 
than  the  balance  of  $1,000,  and  which  was  afterwards  adjusted 
at  $900;  leaving  a  nominal  deficiency  of  only  $100  on  the 
$10,000  to  make  the  whole  400  shares  (all  then  standing  in  his 
own  name)  full  stock.  He  was  embarrassed  at  the  time  in  his 
pecuniary  circumstances,  and  under  an  injunction  restraining 
him  from  making  any  disposition  of  his  property,  including  of 
course  the  shares  in  question,  to  the  prejudice  of  his  judgment 
creditors.  He  made,  notwithstanding,  as  we  view  the  trans- 
action, an.  assignment  of  these  shares  to  his  brother,  on  a  secret 
trust,  which  he  now  seeks  to  enforce,  for  iiis  own  benefit^  in 
violation  of  the  injunction  of  the  court  and  of  the  acts  of  the 
legislature  prohibiting  such  transfers  and  declaring  them  to  be 
misdemeanors.  The  transfer,  it  is  true,  was  not  direct — ^it  was 
made  by  coUusively  suffering  the  company  to  sell  the  whole 
400  shares  under  pretence,  for  it  can  be  regarded  in  no  other 
light,  of  collecting  an  unpaid  instalment  The  private  in- 
structions of  Rowley,  however,  who  was  a  sort  of  agent  of  both 
parties  and  a  director  of  the  company,  disclose  the  whole 
design.  They  are  dated  only  a  few  days  before  the  sale. 
"  You  can  easily  arrange,"  he  says,  "  so  that  no  person  will  bid 
beyond  $100 ;  two  or  three  bids  had  better  be  made ;  and  I 
depend  upon  you  doing  it"  And  again  :  "  Keep  this  all  close 
and  get  Mr.  Curtis  (he  was  the  president  of  the  company)  to 
arrange  it  all  right"  His  receipt,  too,  which  he  signs,  "  for 
Stephen  Crocker,"  of  "  certificate  number  148  in  pursuance  of 
the  above  transfer,"  shows  that  the  transaction  was  conaum* 
mated  as  it  was  conceived ;  the  same  agent  dictating  and  the 
same  design  pervading  the  whole  operation.  Even  the  adjust- 
ment of  the  plaintiff's  demand  on  the  company,  which  was 
over  $1,000,  at  $900,  so  as  to  leave  a  small  deficiency,  and 
which  was  so  adjusted,  as  the  witness  Bishop  says,  by  "  the 
said  Rowley  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  his  agent,"  there  is 
good  reason  to  believe  was  in  pursuance  of  the  same  contriv- 
ance. For  Rowley,  notwithstanding  the  settlement,  directed 
the  sale  to  '^  go  on."    And  such  was  his  language  and  manner 
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'  that  Bishop  got  the  impressioa  from  them,  he  says,  "  that  the 
plaintiff  was  in  difficulties,  and  desired  the  sale  to  go  on  in 
order  that  the  stock  might  go  into  the  hands  of  Stephen 
Crocker  or  some  other  third  person."  Rowley,  too,  notwith- 
standing his  letter  above  referred  to,  was  present  at  the  sale. 
*And  Stephen,  who  attended  also  to  make  the  bid,  remarked, 
immediately.after  the  shares  had  been  knocked  down  by  the 
auctioneer  and  before  the  certificate  was  delivered,  that  '4t 
was  a  matler  of  his  hroiher'sy  Even  the  demand  of  Retire 
Crocker  upon  the  company  was  assigned  lest  it  should  be 
TQ^hed  by  creditors,  and  Bowley  became  the  assignee — 
Eowley,  the  friend  and  attorney  of  Retire — ^and  without  any 
consideration,  actual  or  pretended.  The  whole  case  indeed  is 
full  of  evidence  to  show,  in  the  language  of  Stephen's  answer 
to  his  brother's  complaint  (whatever  may  be  thought  of  the 
fitness  of  such  an  averment  from  such  a  relative),  that  Retire's 
object  was  to  delay,  hinder  and  defraud  his  creditors ;  and 
that  he  and  his  attorney  and  counsel  (meaning  Rowley)  "con- 
nived at,  set  on  foot^  and  procured  the  auction  sale  as  part  and 
parcel  of  the  machinery,  by  which  he  could  place  the  stock  or 
his  interest  therein  beyond  the  reach  of  his  creditors,  ic,  but 
in  fact  secretly  in  trust  for  him,  the  plaintiff"  And,  although 
Stephen  swears  that  he  refused  so  "  to  implicate  "  himself  and 
that  he  expressly  informed  Retire  that  he  would  only  make 
ihe  purchase  on  his  own  account,  yet  he  admits  that  he  "then 
had  reason  to  believe  that  Retire  contemplated  a  fraudulent 
concealment  of  his  property."  He  insists,  however,  that  even 
if  Retire  did  so  intend,  and  even  if  Retire  should  prove  that 
he,  Stephen,  was  a  party  to  the  fraud,  yet  as  between  them 
the  sale  is  effectual  in  law  "  to  vest  the  title  to  the  stock  ab- 
solutely in  this  defendant" 

Whatever  may  be  thought  of  the  moral  aspect  of  this 
position,  taken  by  a  brother  against  a  brother,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  of  its  legal  soundness.  Courts  of  law  are  not  oi^anized 
for  the  relief  of  those  who  violate  the  law.  A  misdemeanor 
is  not  the  source  of  a  civil  action  in  &vor  of  either  of  the 
guilty  parties.    Having  trusted  to  each  other  against  the  law. 
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thej  cannot  invoke  the  law  against  each  other.  A  less  guilty 
party  may,  under  some  circumstances,  be  heard  against  one 
who  is  more  guilty.  But  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  clearly 
not  within  that  exception.  As  the  originator  of  the  fraud,  if 
there  be  a  difference,  he  is  the  more  culpable  of  the  two.  His 
object  in  the  scheme  was  to  defiraud  his  creditors.  He  seduced 
his  brother  to  become  a  party  to  the  wrong.  That  his  brother 
in  turn  should  defraud  him  is  the  legitimate  consequence  and 
appropriate  punishment  of  his  own  attempt  to  defraud  his 
creditors. 

However  unjust,  therefore,  as  between  the  brothers,  it  may 
be  that  the  $10,000,  so  transferred  by  Eetire  to  Stephen,  'Mn 
whose  honesty,  as  he  says,  he  relied,  and  in  whom  he  placed 
his  confidence,"  should  be  withheld  by  the  latter  and  applied 
by  way  of  pledge  to  secure  his  own  debts,  it  is  an  injury  for 
which  the  law  gives  no  redress,  even  if  the  pledgees  were 
aware  of  the  manner  in  which  the  stock  was  obtained. 

The  judgment  of  the  special  term,  except  so  &r  as  it  awards 
costs  to  the  defendants  or  either  of  them,  should  be  reversed 
and  the  complaint  dismissed,  with  costs  to  those  defendants 
also  on  the  appeal. 


SUPEEME  COTJET 

Allen  Atrault,  respondent,  agt.  William  H.  Sackeit, 
impleaded  with  Elisha  B.  Sacxett,  appellant. 

XJnta  a  ralbree  has  ngwd  his  report,  and  the  same  Is  in  readineas  for  deliyeix, 
the  case  is  under  hia  control,  and  he  may  reoonaider  his  decision  and  change 
it,  or  may  withhold  his  report  for  the  porpoto  of  recdTing  ftuther  eyidenca. 
Siffidngthertpofi,  together  with  notice  efOiefadto  ihepariy  mUUltd  toU^an 
the  acts  which  preclude  his  opening  the  case  for  ftirther  evidence  or  oonsider- 
ation,  and  dose  his  judicial  authority  therein. 

Where  the  trial  had  been  regularly  gone  through  with,  the  parties  had  been  ftiOy 
beard  by  their  counsel,  the  referee  had  taken  the  case  and  held  it  under  coiif 
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■  - 

flideratkm  as  long  as  he  desired— had  deliberately-  oome  to  a  oondiukm— wift- 
ten  an  opinion,  and  agmownced  his  dodnan  to  (he  parties,  bat  had  not  drawn  up 
and  signed  a  formal  report  thereon,  BM,  that  the  referee  had  not  lost  anthoritF 
and  control  oyer  the  case. 
This  large  discretion  allowed  to  a  referee  should  be  exercised  with  great  dreum- 
spection.  In  case  of  its  abuse,  the  court  has  the  full  power  to  apply  the  oor^ 
rectiye,  by  setting  aside  the  report  when  made.  (This  deeuitm  affirms  ftoi  ai 
special  term,  anU,  p,  461.) 

Monroe  Oenercd  Term^  Dec.,  1858. 
Welles,  Smith  and  Johnson,  Justices. 
Appeal  fix>ni  order  at  special  term  denying  motion  to  com- 
pel the  referee  to  report,  &c. 

Jas.  Wood,  Jr.,  for  oppeUanL 
Scott  Lobd,  for  respondent 

By  the  court — ^Welles,  Justice.  None  of  the  cases  referred 
to  by  either  of  the  counsel,  or  by  the  justice  at  special  tenzii 
reach  the  present  case,  which  is  one  where  everything  had 
been  done,  by  aU  concerned  in  or  connected  with  the  case, 
which  could  properly  be  done,  except  the  act  of  drawing  up 
and  signing  the  report  by  the  referee.  The  trial  had  been 
regularly  gone  through  with,  the  parties  had  been  fully  heard 
by  their  counsel,  the  referee  had  taken  the  case  and  held  it 
under  consideration  as  long  as  he  desired  to  hold  it,  had  delib- 
erately come  to  a  conclusion,  written  an  opinion  and  announced 
Ids  decision  to  the  parties.  All  that  remained  to  be  done  by 
any  one,  so  £eur  as  the  power  or  duty  of  the  referee  was  oon- 
cemed,  was  to  have  a  formal  report  drawn  up  in  accordance 
with  such  decision,  and  ihat  the  same  be  subscribed  by  the 
referee. 

The  material  distinction  between  the  cases  referred  to  and 
the  present  is,  that  in  neither  of  the  former  had  the  referee 
decided  the  cause,  and  in  each  of  them  the  whole  case  was  in 
his  hands  and  under  his  control,  and  in  this  the  referee  had 
folly  decided  the  cause,  and  announced  his  decision  to  the 
parties.  In  neither  of  them,  nor  in  the  present  case,  had  the 
referee  made  a  report  in  writing  of  his  decision.    The  ques- 
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tion,  I  think,  is,  whether  announcing  his  decision  to  the  par- 
ties puts  an  end  to  the  power  of  the  referee,  without  patting 
his  decision  into  a  legal  form  by  a  written  report  Upon  this 
precise  question,  I  believe,  we  are  without  authority.  K  de- 
ciding the  cause  and  announcing  to  the  parties  his  decision 
exhaust  his  judicial  power  over  the  case,  he  can  do  nothing 
more  than  to  make  and  sign  his  reporti  and  deliver  it  to  the 
party  entitled  to  it  on  his  fees  being  paid. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  feel  constrained  to  the  conclusion  that, 
until  the  referee  has  signed  his  report,  and  the  same  is  in 
readiness  for  delivery,  the  case  is  under  the  control  of  the 
referee,  and  he  may  reconsider  his  decision  and  change  it,  or 
may  withhold  his  report  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  further 
evidence.  Until  he  signs  the  report,  it  cannot  be  said  that  he 
has  decided  the  case  in  a  legal  sense.  Signing  the  report, 
together  with  notice  of  the  &ct  to  the  party  entitled  to  it,  are 
the  definitive  acts  which  close  his  judicial  authority  in  the 
case— or,  rather,  they  are  the  acts  which  preclude  his  opening 
the  case  for  further  evidence  or  consideration.  If  anything 
short  of  these  is  to  have  that  effect,  there  is  no  way  of  drawing 
a  boundary  line  for  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  or  judicial 
power. 

A  referee  may  hear  the  evidence  and  argument  of  counsel, 
and  make  up  his  mind,  upon  mature  deliberation,  upon  the 
questions  referred,  and  may,  nevertheless,  upon  farther  exam- 
ination, discover  that  he  was  in  an  error.  In  such  a  case,  I 
think,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  his  power  to  change  his  mind 
and  report  accordingly.  Or,  i^  for  any  reason,  he  supposes 
either  party  is  able  to  supply  a  defect  in  the  evidence  so  as  to 
change  the  result,  he  may,  without  any  change  of  mind  on  his 
part,  give  the  party  an  opportunity  of  supplying  such  defect, 
'  and  I  cannot  believe  that  the  fact  of  disclosiDg  to  the  parties 
the  state  of  his  deliberations,  without  manifesting  the  same  in 
the  only  way  which  the  law  contemplates,  should  have  the 
effect  to  preclude  him  from  any  reconsideration,  upon  sufficient 
grounds  appearing  therefor. 

The  controling  circumstance  is,  that  the  case  remains  in  his 
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hands  until  the  report  is  made  and  signed,  and  the  parties,  or 
the  one  entitled  to  th  e  report  is  dnlj  notified  of  it  When 
that  is  done,  it  is  equivalent,  for  the  purpose  of  this  question, 
to  an  actual  delivery  of  the  report — until  then,  the  referee  may 
change  his  opinion,  or  open  the  case  for  further  evidence  or 
argument,  as  his  convictions  of  propriety  may  dictate. 

I  am  aware  that  this  is  allowing  the  referee  a  large  discre- 
tion, which  should  be  exercised  with  great  circumspection,  but, 
nevertheless,  I  think  the  discretion  exists.  In  case  of  its  abuse, 
the  court  has  the  full  power  to  apply  the  corrective,  by  setting 
aside  the  report  when  made. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  order 
appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Aprattav  C.  Dayton  agt  Qsobos  Wilkxs. 

Oa  the  diasolation  of  and  winding  up  of  a  partnership,  where  a  valoable  part  of 
the  partnership  property  oonaistB  in  the  good  wtU  of  the  business  carried  on  bj 
the  partners  (publishing  a  newspaper),  such  value,  as  much  as  the  fhrnitore  of 
the  office  or  debts  due  to  the  firm,  must  be  protected  and  disposed  of  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  or  of  the  partners  Jointly. 

Where  there  is  a  dissolution  of  a  partnership  in  the  business  of  publishing  a  newa* 
paper,  and  the  whole  title  to  the  paper  is  owned  by  one  of  the  partners,  or  a 
purchaser  under  the  firm,  the  oourt  has  no  right,  in  the  absence  of  any  oove- 
nant  or  restriction  on  the  subject,  to  restrain  or  interdict  the  establishment^  by 
the  other  partner,  of  another  paper  devoted  to  the  same  objects,  provided  the 
latter  paper  is  sufficiently  distinguished  fh>m  the  former  to  prevent  the  doc- 
trine of  piracy  of  trade  marks  from  applying. 

NeW'Tork  Special  Term,  September^  1859 
MonOK  to  dissolve  injunction. 

Chables  JovTESf  for  plaintiff. 
James  M.  SmIth,  Jr.,  for  defondanf. 
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HoFFiCAK,  Justice.  It  is  established  by  the  papers  before 
me  that  the  plaintiff  has  the  legal  title  to  the  partnership  prop- 
ertjy  in  connection  with  the  defendant  or  his  assignee ;  and 
that  Tomlinson  was  only  mortgagee.  It  is  also  established 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  partners,  and  that,  in 
&ct,  a  dissolution  has  legally  taken  place  by  the  assignment  of 
the  latter. 

The  usual  consequences  follow:  the  partnership  must  be 
wound  up;  the  parties  enjoined  &om  interfering  with  the 
property ;  and  a  receiver  be  appointed  to  collect  and  dispose  of  it. 

All  this  is  conceded  by  counsel,  and  the  only  question  of 
moment  relates  to  the  intended  publication  of  a  sporting  paper 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  propriety  of  the  temporary  injunc- 
tion, which  prohibited  such  publication. 

The  valuable  part  of  the  partnership  property  consists  in 
the  good  will,  so  to  term  it,  of  the  paper — ^that  is,  the  celeb- 
rity which  it  has  acquired  under  the  name  of  Porter^s  Spirit  <^ 
the  Times,  and  the  probability  of  that  title  continuing  to  attract 
custom.  This  value  is  partnership  property,  as  much  as  the 
fiimiture  of  the  office  or  a  debt  to  the  firm,  and  this  must  be 
protected  and  disposed  of  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the 
firm,  or  of  the  partners  jointly.  On  the  other  hand  (there 
being  no  covenant  or  restriction  upon  the  subject),  the  court 
has  no  more  right  to  prohibit  the  establishment  of  another 
paper  devoted  to  the  same  t)bjects  than  it  would  have  to  inter- 
dict the  establishment  of  a  book  store  by  one  partner  in  a  bbok 
firm,  after  dissolution,  on  his  own  account,  under  his  own 
name,  and  conducted  with  his  own  resources.  It  has  been 
very  correctly  argued  by  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  that  the 
analogy  of  the  rules  as  to  trade-marks  should  apply  to  this 
case.  I  apprehend  that  if  the  whole  title  to  Porter^s  Spirit  of 
the  Times  were  now  in  a  purchaser  under  the  firm,  the  defend- 
ant could  not,  within  those  rules,  be  prevented  from  publish- 
ing* the  paper  he  now  proposes  to  send  fortL  Its  headings, 
its  vignette,  its  distribution  into  four  columns  instead  of  threCi 
are  sufficient  to  distinguish  it  from  the  present  paper  and  to 
prevent  the  doctrine  of  piracy  fix)m  applying. 
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Th^  late  case  of  Churijon  agt.  Douglass^  before  Vioe-Chanod- 
lor  Wood,  March,  1859  (1  K  V.  Johmon's  Rep.  174 ;  see 
Monthly  Law  Reporter  for  Julyy  1859,  p.  172),  illustrates  and 
supports  the  views  now  expressed. 

The  full  protection  of  the  property  in  the  paper  requires, 
however,  that  the  receiver  be  empowered  to  carry  it  on  until 
sufficient  time  is  allowed  to  dispose  of  it  advantageously. 

The  order  for  an  injunction  will  be  continued,  except  so  &i 
as  it  prohibits  the  defendant  from  publishing  any  paper,  which 
will  be  omitted.  A  receiver  will  be  appointed  with  the  usual 
powers,  and  is  to  be  authorized  to  edit  and  publish  the  paper 
for  the  period  of—  weeks,  within  which  time  he  is  to  sell 
the  same.    No  costs  on  this  motion  to  either  party. 


NEW-YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
OwBN  agt  Dupignac. 

The  2d  sabdivision  of  section  292  of  the  Code  of  Procedore  is  analoKous  to  the 
8th  section  of  the  act  to  abolish  imprisoninent  for  debt,  and  to  punish  firandn- 
lent  debtors,  passed  April  26,  1831,  and  the  applicant  under  either  proTiaioD 
must  make  out  a  plcUn  case. 

The  evidence  submitted  should  show  that  the  debtor  has  property  which  he 
vnjustljr  refuses  to  apply  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment  sought  to  be  enforoed. 

And,  it  seemsj  that  if  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  the  defendant  has  any 
property  free  from  claims  of  third  persons^  which  he  refbses  to  apply  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  the  order  should  not  be  granted. 

New 'York  General  Term^  August^  1859. 

Appeal  &om  an  order  denyiog  a  motion  to  discharge  an 
order  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution,  allowed 
under  the  2d  subdivision  of  section  292  of  the  Code. 


•  for  appellant 
-for  respondent. 
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By  the  court — ^Bbadt,  Judge.    The  second  subdivision  ol 
section  292  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  is  analogous  to  the  sec- 
ond subdiyisiou  of  the  8th  section  of  the  act  to  abolish  impris- 
onment for  debt^  and  to  punish  fraudulent  debtors,  passed 
April  26,  1831.    To  obtain  a  warrant  under  the  latter  act  and 
subdivision,  satis&ctory  evidence  must  be  adduced  to  the  officer 
applied  to  therefor,  OuU  the  dd>tor  has  property  which  lie  unjustly 
revises  to  apply  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment  set  forth,  and 
xmder  the  former  act  and  subdivision  after  the  issuing  of  an 
execution  against  property,  upon  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judge  granting  the  order  thai  any  judgment  debtor  has  property 
which  he  jinjustly  re/uses  to  apply  toward  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment^  such  judge  may,  by  order,  require  the  judgment 
debtor  to  appear  at  a  specified  time  and  place  to  answer 
concerning  the  same.    The  proceeding  referred  to  under  the 
act  of  18S1  has  been  considered  as  a  statute  execution,  reach- 
ing property  which  is  not  subject  to  seizure  hj  fieri  facias  j  and 
such  as,  through  the  fraud  of  the  debtor,  either  has  been  or  is 
in  danger  of  being  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  ordinary 
process.    Per  Jewetf,  Ch.  J.    (^Steward  agt.  Biddlecum,  2  Corns. 
107 ;  see  also  SadceU  agt  NewUm,  10  How.  Pr.  R  560.)    And 
it  was  held  that  the  applicant  under  this  statute  must  make 
out  a  plain  case.     (The  People^  ex  rel  Van  Valkenburgh  agt 
3%e  Recorder  of  Albany,  6  HiU,  429.)    I  think  the  same  obli- 
gation rests  upon  the  applicant  under  the  Code.    The  proceed- 
ing is  one  in  aid  of  the  execution,  and  the  evidence  submitted 
should  show  that  the  debtor  has  property  which  he  unjustly ' 
refuses  to  apply  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment  sought  to  be 
enforced.     Where  the  circumstances  disclosed  are  i|uch  as  to 
justify  the  presumption  that  the  debtor,  operating  with  an- 
other,  is  carrying  on  business  for  his  own  benefit,  owning  the 
]^perty  with  which  such  business  is  done,  the  creditor  should 
be  left  to  the  proceeding  subsequent  to  the  return  of  the  exe- 
cution, when,  by  the  interposition  of  a  receiver,  the  whole 
subject  may  be  investigated.    The  affidavit  on  which  the 
order  herein  was  obtained  is  entirely  speculative,  and  may  be 
summed  up  briefly  thus:  that  there  is  a  place  of  business  in 
Vol.  XVIL  S3 
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this  city  conducted  by  the  son  of  the  defendant,  the  merokn- 
dise  and  stock  are  property  of  which  the  plaintiff  is  informed 
the  defendant  has  had  and  still  has,  or  has  an  interest  k 
This  is  not  a  plain  case.  It  does  not  show  that  the  defendant 
has  any  property,  free  from  claims  of  third  persons,  which  le 
refuses  to  apply  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  On  the  contrary, 
the  affidavit  discloses  the  &ct  that  the  son  of  the  defendant^ 
who  had  charge  of  the  alleged  place  of  business,  informed  the 
sheriff  that  the  defendant  had  no  property  therein.  I  think 
the  order  should  have  been  discharged,  and  that  the  motioDf 
for  that  purpose  made,  should  have  been  granted.  The  order 
in  this  case  was  not  granted  upon  the  return  of  the  original 
execution,  and  the  plaintiff,  having  made  application  under 
the  2d  subdivision  of  section  292  of  the  Code,  should  be  con- 
fined to  his  remedy  under  that  subdiviaioa  The  first  execu- 
tion had  been  returned  about  fifteen  years,  and  had  ceased,  I 
think,  to  be  operative  for  the  purposes  of  tiiie  section  referred 
to.    {Sse  Coming^  Ac.^  agt  Stebbins^  1  Barb,  Ch.  Bep. 


SUPBEMB  COUET. 
Mabia  F.  Dbvin  agt.  Devin  k  McEelvet. 

Under  the  acts  of  18^8  and  1849,  as  fonnerlj,  a  married  woman  can  takBpio- 
ceedings  in  equity  to  aecore  to  herself  her  separate  personal  property  wlud» 
the  husband  has  in  his  possession,  and  which  she  loaned  to  him  to  use  in  ^^ 
conducting  his  business.  And  especially  may  she  seek  to  raoover  socb  prop- 
erty when  it  was  loaned  to  9,  firm  of  whioh  the  husband  was  a  member. 

Kor  is  it  an  answer  to  such  a  daim  by  the  wife,  that  a  loan  of  money  oooU  not 
be  made  by  her  to  a  firm  of  which  her  husband  was  a  member,  becaoffabe 
could  make  no  cotUracL  On  the  contrary,  such  a  contract  can  be  mad^  ^ 
when  made  can  be  enforced  in  an  equitable  proceeding,  if  not  at  law. 

New- York  Special  Term,  Attgust,  1859. 

Motion  to  set  aside  judgment  on  report  of  referee. 
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-for  motion. 
-  opposed. 


Inqraham,  Justice.  Under  the  old  system,  a  wife  could 
take  proceedings  in  equity  to  secure  to  herself  her  separate 
property  which  the  husband  had  in  his  possession,  if  necessary 
for  her  protection. 

The  subsequent  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  recognizing  and  de- 
claring the  right  of  the  wife  to  control,-  manage  and  dispose  of 
such  separate  estate,  not  only  confirms  these  proceedings  on 
behalf  of  the  wife,  but  strengthens  her  rights,  by  restraining 
the  right  of  the  husband  to  reduce  to  possession  the  separate 
personal  estate  of  the  wife.  If  so,  I  see  no  reason  for  imputing 
fraud  to  a  wife  who  seeks  thus  to  obtain,  from  her  husband's 
estate,  personal  property  which  she  loaned  to  him  to  use  in  the 
conducting  of  his  business.  With  much  more  propriety  may 
one  seek  to  recover  such  property  when  it  was  loaned  to  a  firm 
of  which  the  husband  was  a  member.  I  suppose  the  defendants 
would  not  have  doubted  as  to  the  wife's  right  to  recover  in 
such  case,  had  not  the  husband  been  a  partner  in  the  firm,  and, 
under  the  present  system  and  law,  I  see  no  good  reason  to 
deprive  her  of  her  rights  and  property  merely  on  that  ground. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be  virtually  to  annul  the  acts  of 
1848  and  1849,  in  regard  to  married  women,  in  all  cases  in 
which  the  husband  had  the  wife's  personal  property. 

Nor  am  I  prepared  to  hold  that  a  loan  of  money,  made  by 
a  wife  under  such  circumstances  to  a  firm  of  which  her  hus- 
band is  one  of  the  partners,  cannot  be  recovered  because  they 
can  make  no  contract  On  the  contrary,  I  think  such  a  con- 
tract may  be  made,  and,  if  made,  can  be  enforced,  at  any  rate 
in  an  equitable  proceeding,  if  not  at  law. 

It  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the*  creditors,  that  the  claim 
Is  fictitious.  I  think  not  The  referee  has  found  otherwise, 
and  in  that  finding  I  concur.  The  claim  was  for  money  ad- 
vanced, and  interest  which  has.  accrued  thereon,  and  the  whole 
amount,  by  the  finding  of  the  referee,  is  justly  due. 

It  is  not  necessary  on  this  motion  to  decide  whether  the 
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fonn  of  proceeding  adopted  by  the  plaintiff  to  Teoover  this 
money  was  the  most  advisable.  She  has  obtained  a  jndgment, 
and  even  if  it  were  erroneous  in  that  respect  should  not  be 
set  aside  while  a  creditor  could  move  to  vacate  the  judgment. 

As  to  the  defendant  McKelvey's  affidavit  not  being  served 
with  proofi,  that  matter  is  disposed  of  by  the  decision  of  the 
referee  that  McKdvey  was  personally  served.  He  was  him- 
self examined  and  the  testimony  was  contradictory.  Under 
such  circumstances  the  referee's  finding  is  conclusive. 

In  conclusion,  I  will  merely  add,  that  it  is  apparent  that  this 
is  a  mere  stru^le  between  creditors'  priority  as  to  the  pay- 
ment of  their  claims ;  the  wife  has  obtained  the  first  judgment, 
her  claim  is  an  honest  one,  and  in  equity  she  should  be  pro- 
tected, and  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  firaud  on  her  part 
there  is  no  ground  for  depriving  her  of  any  right  she  has  thus 
acquired. 

The  motion  is  denied,  with  $10  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
In  the  matter  of  the  petition  of  Michael  Cukekn. 

Although  the  oommon  law  and  the  practice  of  the  courts  maintain  the  right  of 
foXhar  to  the  custody-  and  care  of  bis  infant  children,  yet  the  courts  will  not 
aQow  such  children  to  he  deUrered  to  the  custody  of  the  Either,  when  (as 
in  this  case)  to  do  so  would  be  manifestly  to  their  detriment  and  discomfort. 

New-  York  Special  Term,  May^  1859. 
Habeas  Corpus  by  the  petitioner,  for  the  custody  of  his 
infitnt  children. 

Clebee,  Justice.  The  oommon  law,  no  doubt,  recogmzes  the 
paramount  right  of  the  fitther  to  the  custody  of  his  in&nt  chil- 
dren ;  but,  while  the  courts  still  maintian  his  right  in  preference 
to  all  others  (other  things  being  equal),  they  will  not  deliver  the 
children  to  his  custody,  when  to  do  so  will  be  manifestly  to 
their  detriment  and  discomfort    I  think  the  fitther  in  this 
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case,  in  his  interconrse  with  his  &milyf  has  evinced  a  snspi- 
cions  and  splenetio  temper,  which  coald  not  fSul  to  make  them 
exceedingly  unhappy,  and  to  pervert  the  dispositions  of  his 
children.  He,  indeed,  contradicts  many  of  the  instances  of 
tyrannical  and  abusive  conduct  of  which  his  wife  testifies ;  but, 
I  must  say,  his  explanations  are  unsatis&ctory,  and  his  wife  is 
corroborated  by  Poole,  and  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cottrell.  His 
conduct,  on  the  melancholy  occasion  when  his  eldest  daughter 
was  dying,  evinces  a  state  of  mind  totally  incompatible  with 
that  affection  which  a  fiither,  capable  of  ruling  his  fiunily  with 
mildness  and  discretion,  should  possess. 

The  testimony  also  clearly  shows  that,  at  least  latterly,  he 
is  either  unwilling  or  unable  to  provide  the  necessary  support 
for  his  children.  Mrs.  Yosburgh,  Mr.  Snodgrass  and  Mr.  Cot- 
trell, in  corroboration  of  the  statements  of  Mrs.  Cuneen,  prove 
a  state  almost  of  destitution  during  the  severest  portion  of  the 
past  winter,  which  the  testimony  of  the  relator  does  not  satis- 
ftotorily  explain. 

I  may,  therefore,  say,  in  the  language  of  Chief  Justice 
THOMfSON,  in  the  matter  of  Waldron  (13  J.  R.  419),  "  that  it 
will  be  most  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  to  remain  with 
their  grandparents  (and  mother)  than  to  be  put  under  the  care 
and  custody  of  their  &ther.'^ 

Writ  dismissed. 


NEW-YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Lajcbebt  i^  Snow. 

Where  an  oxder  of  arrest  was  obtained  against  the  defendant  for  money  received 
in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  subsequently  the  complaint  was  served,  which 
contained,  in  addition  to  the  cause  of  action  on  whidt  the  arrest  was  founded, 
ft  cause  of  aotion  on  contract  for  which  the-  defendant  oould  not  be  arrested, 
although  the  two  causes  of  action  might  be  Joined  in  the  same  complaint— 

HAdf  that  the  order  of  arrest  oould  not  be  sustained.  The  Code  does  not  con- 
template or  embrace  distinct  causes  of  action,  for  orH/y  one  of  which  a  defendant 
can  be  arrested.  When  the  plaintiff  unites  two  such  causes  of  action,  he 
waivte  the  order  of  arrest 
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It  MtffTM,  that  where  there  are  two  daima  against  the  defendant  ari^ng  on  ocm- 
tract,  and  one  of  which  has  arisen  in  a  fidudaiy  capacity,  it  would  be  a  good 
reason  for  bringing  separcUe  acHoM, 

New  York  General  Term,  August,  1859. 
Present,  Daly,  Brady  and  Hilton,  Justices. 
Motion  to  discharge  an,order  of  arrest. 


'for  motion. 
"  opposed. 


By  the  court — Brady,  Judge.  The  plaiutifl^  on  an  affida- 
vit alleging  that  he  hi^d  consigned  to  the  defendant  a  quantity 
of  engravings  of  the  value  of  $396.47,  to  be  sold  by  the  latter 
as  his  agent,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  said  value 
should  be  returned  to  the  said  plaintiff,  the  said  defendant  pay* 
ing  the  expenses  in  making  said  sales — ^that  the  defendant  had 
sold  and  disposed  of  the  said  goods,  and  had  refused  after  de- 
mand to  pay  such  prooeeds— obtained  an  order  of  arrests  The 
defendant,  on  affidavits  prepared  by  him,  obtained  an  order 
to  show  cause  why  the  order  of  arrest  should  not  be  discharged. 
The  motion  to  discharge  was  denied,  and  the  defendant 
appealed  to  the  general  term.  Pending  that  appeal,  a  copy 
of  the  complaint  was  served,  and  the  defendant  having  ob- 
tained leave  thereto,  again  moved  to  discharge  the  order  of 
arrest,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  united  in  his  com« 
plaint  the  cause  of  action  on  which  the  order  of  arrest  was 
obtained  and  a  demand  arising  on  contract,  for  which  the 
defendant  could  not  be  arrested  under  the  provisions  of  aeo- 
tion  179  of  the  Code.  The  cause  of  action  so  united  is  pre- 
dicated on  a  copartnership  theretofore  existing  between  plain- 
tiff  and  defendant,  a  dissolution  thereof  and  an  accounting, 
upon  which  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to 
the  plaintiff  $1,060,  and  which  he  promised  to  pay.  The  sec- 
ond motion  to  discharge  the  arrest  was  denied,  and  the  de- 
fendant appealed.  Both  causes  of  action  arise  upon  contract^ 
and  may  be  united,  whether  they  grow  out  of  the  same  trans- 
action or  not  (§  167,  sub.  2).    The  right  to  arrest  (§  179)  la 
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a  pToyisional  remedy,  which  may  or  may  not  be  resorted  to, 
and  which  is  granted  in  addition  to  the  right  to  recover,  by 
judgment,  the  claim  asserted.    The  provisions  of  the  Code 
show  clearly  that  the  order  to  hold  to  bail  was  intended  to  be 
independent  of  the  pleadiDga^  and  in  some  cases  may  rest  upon 
£Etct8  totally  distinct  from  the  cause  of  action  {Oormn  agt  Free' 
land^  2  Sel  663),  but  I  think  it  equally  clear  that  when  an 
order  of  arrest  is  obtained,  it  must  relate  to  the  whole  case 
presented,  and  not  to  a  part  of  it    If  the  order  is  applied  for 
in  an  action  to  recover  moneys  which  were  received  in  a  fidu- 
ciary capacity,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  order  of  arrest,  on 
making  proof  of  that  fact ;  but  if  the  action  be  for  any  other 
claim  in  addition  thereto,  then  there  is  no  provision  for  grant- 
ing an  order  (§  179).    The  order  may  be  made  where  it  shall 
appear  that  '^  the  case  is  one  of  those  mentioned  in  section 
179"  (§  181).    The  defendant  may  give  bail  to  the  effect  that 
he  shall  at  all  times  render  himself  amenable  to  the  process  of 
the  court,  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  to  such  as 
may  be  issued,  to  enforce  the  judgment  therein  (§  187).    These 
sections  do  not  contemplate  or  embrace  distinct  causes  of  action, 
fox  only  one  of  which  a  defendant  can  be  arrested.    The  bail 
would  assume  the  duty  of  having  their  principal  in  readiness, 
as  well  for  a  cause  of  action  for  which  he  could  not  be  arrested, 
as  well  as  one  for  which  he  could  be  and  was  arrested.    The 
complaint  embracing  causes  of  the  same  class  or  character,  the 
judgment  would  be  single,  not  double.    There  would  not  be 
a  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  claim  for  which  the  arrest 
was  ordered,  and  another  for  the  claim  distinctly  averred  as  a 
separate  cause  of  action.    The  judgment  would  necessarily  be, 
if  the  plaintiff  succeeded  in  establishing  both  claims,  for  the 
united  amounts  of  each.    Having  arrived  at  this  conclusion, 
there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  order  of  arrest  should  have 
been  discharged  on  the  second  application  therefor ;  not  upon 
the  ground  that  the  order  was  improperly  held  on  the  facts 
originally  appearing,  but  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff, 
by  uniting  causes  of  action,  to  both  of  which  the  provisional 
remedy  did  not  extend,  waived  the  order  of  arrest.    It  may 
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be  said  that  the  better  practice  would  be,  to  move  a  dischaige 
of  the  execution,  if  issued  against  the  person,  but  there  does 
not  seem  to  be  any  good  reason  why  the  responsibility  of  the 
bail  should  be  continued  beyond  the  time  when  the  plaintiff 
has,  by  his  own  act,  absolved  them.  I  have  not  been  suoccbs- 
ful  in  finding  any  case  in  which  this  question  has  been  consid- 
ered, and  it  must  necessarily  be  decided  without  reference  to 
any  authority  other  than  a  construction  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Code  referred  to.  For  the  reasons  assigned,  I  think  the 
order  at  special  term  should  be  reversed,  with  $10  costs  of  the 
appeal. 

In  reference  to  the  appeal  firom  the  order  denying  the  flist 
motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest,  it  is  only  necessaty  to 
say,  that  the  order  of  arrest  having  been  in  effect  dischai^ged 
by  the  decision  of  the  second  appeal,  that  appeal  will  be  dis^ 
missed  without  costs. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

Hilton,  Judge.  On  reflection,  I  am  inclined  to  the  bdifif 
that  the  order  made  by  me  at  special  term  was  erroneous^  and 
should  be  reversed,  for  the  reasons  assigned  by  Judge  BbA]>T. 

Where  a  party  has  two  claims  against  another,  arising  on 
contract,  and  one  of  which  has  been  incurred;  or  has  arisen  in 
a  fiduciary  capacity,  it  would  be  a  good  reason  for  bringing 
separate  actions,  and  in  that  way  avoid  the  difficulty  which 
this  case  presents. 


SUPBEME  COURT. 
Lewis  Hougk  agt  Joseph  Lasheb. 

Every  action  under  tbe  Code  is  aa  &r  IroMifofy,  that  the  plabtiff  tet^^ 

in^ranity  lay  the  venae  in  any  oaunty  in  the  state. 
If  the  proper  county  has  not  been  selected,  the  defendant  has  the  right  ta  bsT» 

the  place  of  trial  changed.    But  to  secure  this  right  two  things  ars  necaurj' 
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JM)  he  orast;  within  &  limited  time,  makethe  dsmand  prescribed  by  seotian  126 
of  the  Code)  and  then,  the  demand  having  been  made^  unless  the  change  be 
made  by  consent  of  parties ; 

Seoond,  an  order  of  the  court  directing  the  change  must  be  obtained.  Unless 
both  these  requirements  are  complied  with,  the  plaintiif  may  bring  his  action 
to  trial  hi  the  county  selected  by  him  for  that  purpose. 

Hie  court  has  no  authority,  on  a  motion  to  change  the  place  of  trial  for  the  oon- 
venience  of  witnesses,  on  denial  of  that  motion^  to  order  it  changed  for  the 
reason  that  the  county  designated  for  that  purpose  \n,  the  complaint  is  not  the 
proper  county — ^no  previous  demand  for  such  change  having  been  made. 

Albany  General  Term,  March,  185^. 

Present,  Harris,  Gould  and  Hogkboom,  Justices. 

MonoN  to  change  the  place  of  trial.  The  action  is  brought 
to  recover  the  value  of  certain  personal  property  taken  by  the 
defendant,  who  was  a  constable  of  the  county  of  Schenectady, 
by  virtue  of  an  execution  against  one  Simon  Houck.  The 
plaintiff  claimed  the  property  under  a  chattel  mortgage.  The 
venue  in  the  action  is  laid  in  the  county  of  Albany.  Issue 
having  been  joined  in  the  action,  the  defendant  moved  to 
change  the  venue  from  the  county  of  Albany  to  the  county  of 
Schenectady,  upon  the  ground  that  the  convenience  of  wit- 
nesses would  be  promoted  by  the  change,  and  also  upon  the 
ground  that  the  county  designated  in  the  complaint  is  not 
the  proper  county.  The  motion  was  made  at  a  special  term 
hdd  in  Schenectady  before  Mr.  Justice  Potteb — no  demand 
had  been  made  by  the  defendant  that  the  trial  be  had  in  the 
proper  county.  The  judge  at  the  special  term  refused  to  grant 
the  motion  for  the  convenience  of  witnesses,  but  held  that  the 
defendant  had  a  right  to  have  the  venue  changed,  on  the 
ground  that  Schenectady  is  the  proper  county.  The  order 
directs  that  ^^ihe  place  of  trial  of  this  action  be  and  the  same  here* 
by  is  changed  from  the  county  of  Albany  to  the  county  of  StAeneO' 
tody,  for  the  reason  thai  the  county  designaied  far  that  purpose  in 
the  complaint  is  not  the  proper  county,^  From  this  order  the 
plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

Iba  Shaper,  for  plaintiff. 
S.  W.  Jackson,  j&r  defendant 
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By  the  court — Harris,  Justice.  At  the  common  law,  actians 
in  respect  to  the  place  of  trial  were  either  local  or  transitory. 
In  a  local  action  a  mistake  in  the  venue  was  a  &tal  error.  In 
a  transitory  action,  the  plaintiff  was  under  no  restraint  in 
selecting  the  place  of  trial.  But  under  the  Code  this  dis- 
tinction does  not  exist.  No  action  is  strictly  local  in  the  sense 
in  which  the  term  is  used  at  the  common  law,  and  no  action,  ^ 
except  perhaps  the  actions  mentioned  in  the  125th  section  of 
the  Code,  in  which  all  the  parties  are  non-residents  of  the 
state,  is  strictly  transitory.  With  the  exception  already  no- 
ticed, each  action  has  some  county  in  which  it  is  properly 
triable.  Sometimes  this  is  determined  by  the  situation  of  the 
subject  o£\he  action.  These  actions  are  specified  in  the  123d 
section  of  the  Code.  Sometimes  it  is  determined  by  the  plaoe 
where  the  cause  of  action  arose — such  actions  are  specified  in 
the  124th  section  of  the  Code.  In  other  cases  the  proper 
county  is  determined  by  the  residence  of  the  parties.  These 
cases  are  mentioned  in  the  125th  section. 

And  yet  every  action  is  so  &r  transitory  that  the  plaintiff 
may,  with  impunity,  lay  his  venue  in  any  county  in  the  state. 
If  the  proper  county  has  not  been  selected,  the  defendant  has 
the  right  to  have  the  place  of  trial  changed.  But,  to  secure 
this  right,  two  things  are  necessary.  First,  he  must  within  a 
limited  time,  make  the  demand  prescribed  by  the  126th  sec- 
tion of  the  Code,  and  then,  the  demand  having  been  made, 
unless  the  change  be  made  by  consent  of  parties,  an  order  of 
the  court  directing  the  change  must  be  obtained.  •  Unless  both 
these  requirements  are  complied  with,  the  plaintiff  may  bring 
his  action  to  trial  in  the  county  selected  by  him  for  that 
purpose. 

In  this  case  the  defendant  is  a  public  officer,  and  is  sued  for 
an  act  done  by  him  in  virtue  of  his  office.  The  action  be- 
longs to  one  of  the  class  specified  in  the  124:th  section  of  the 
Code.  The  defendant  hi4  &  nght  to  have  it  heard  in  the 
county  of  Schenectady,  where  the  cause  of  action  arose.  But, 
by  omitting  to  make  the  demand  authorized  by  the  126th 
section,  and,  *'  thereupon  "  applying  for  an  order  changing  the 
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place  of  trial,  he  waived  this  right  The  action  then  became 
triable  in  the  county  designated  in  the  complaint  The  place 
of  trial  might  still  be  changed,  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
the  convenience  of  witnesses  and  the  ends  of  justice  would  be 
promoted  thereby,  but  the  defendant  would  no  longer  have 
the  right  to  demand  a  change. 

I  agree  with  the  learned  judge  who  made  the  order  in  ques« 
tion,  that  where  a  motion  is  made  to  change  the  place  of  trial 
for  the  convenience  of  witnesses,  and  with  a  view  to  promote 
the  ends  of  justice,  the  court  may  very  properly  regard  the 
situation  of  the  subject  of  the  action,  the  place  where  the  cause 
of  the  action  arose,  and  the  residence  of  the  parties.  Had  this 
been  done,  the  decision,  whatever  it  might  have  been,  would 
have  been  the  subject  of  review.  But,  instead  of  doing  this, 
it  was  held  that  the  actions  specified  in  the  123d  and  124th 
sections  of  the  Code  are  strictly  local  actions,  as  they  were 
before  the  adoption  of  the  Code,  and  that  the  provision  in  the 
126th  section,  requiring  that  the  defendant,  if  he  would  have 
the  place  of  trial  changed,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  in  the 
proper  county,  shall  demand  such  change  in  writing  before  the 
time  for  answering  expires,  is  only  applicable  to  the  cases 
mentioned  in  the  126th  section.  Upon  this  construction  of 
these  sections,  it  would  follow  that,  without  any  previous  de- 
ntumd,  the  place  of  trial  should  be  changed,  and,  without 
regard  to  the  convenience  of  witnesses,  or  any  other  consider- 
ation, the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  effect  of  his  motion — 
and  so  it  was  held.  The  motion  was  granted  as  a  matter  of 
right  Such  an  order  clearly  affects  a  substantial  right,  and 
is  therefere  appealable. 

It  has  never  before,  so  fiir  as  I  am  aware,  been  denied  that 
the  provisions  of  the  126th  section  are  alike  applicable  to  all 
itte  cases  mentioned  in  the  three  preceding  sections.  These 
provisions  are  too  plain  to  admit  of  doubt  It  is  declared  in 
the  most  general  terms,  that  if  the  county  designated  for  that 
purpose  be  not  the  proper  county,  whatever  the  nature  of  the 
action,  it  may,  notwithstanding,  be  tried  in  that  county,  unless 
the  defendant  shall  take  the  prescribed  measures  to  p 
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The  language  of  the  pxoyision  is  just  as  applicable  to  the  dm 
of  actions  specified  in  the  128d  and  124th  sections  as  to  those 
mentioned  in  the  126th  section.  There  is  no  ground  for  any 
distinction  in  this  respect  So,  too,  in  each  of  these  sections, 
the  provision  which  naakes  the  actions  specified  triable  in  some 
particular  court,  called  in  the  126th  section  "the  proper 
county,"  is  dedaied  to  be  "subject  to  the  power  of  the  court 
to  change  the  place  of  trial  in  the  cases  provided  by  statute." 
In  other  words,  the  court  is  authorized  in  all  these  cases,  in 
one  as  much  as  another,  to  change  the  place  of  trial  in  the 
cases,  and  for  the  reasons  specified  in  the  126th  section.  The 
construction  of  these  provisions,  which  was  adopted  at  the  spe- 
cial term,  cannot,  in  my  judgment,  be  sustained.  The  order 
therefore  must  be  refused,  but  I  think  it  should  be  without 
costs. 


SUPEEME  COUBT. 
BoBERTs  agt  Carter. 


Hie  coart)  on  appeel,  will  not  interfere  with  the  finding  of  a  referee,  on  aqwstKB 
of  &ot»  unleaB  clearly  against  the  weight  of  e^idenoe,  or  in  direct  ylolatio&of 
some  rule  of  law ;  and  especially  on  a  qnestioa  ot  fraud,  where  there  is  en- 
denoe  on  both  aideB,  and  the  point  is  not  entirely  free  from  doubt 

NeW'Tark  General  Term^  Dec.^  1858. 
Appeal  fix>m  a  judgment  on  report  of  referee. 

John  Ftpch  and  Gilbert  'D^ais^  for  plaintiff. 
E.  T.  BlCE,^  df^endanU 

'Bj  the  court— Davies,  Justice.  We  think  this  case  is  not 
before  us  in  proper  form.  The  report  of  the  referee  should 
have  stated  the  ficts  found  and  the  conclusions  of  law  sepa- 
rately. (O^agt  Spencer,  16  N.T.  R  610 ;  Hunt  agL  Bloomer, 
8  Keman^  841 ;  Johnson  agt  W?ieelock,  id.  8U.) 
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Assoming  the  referee  had  stated  the  &ctB  correctly,  we  see 
what  facts  he  has  found,  and  with  that  finding  we  cannot 
interfere,  unless  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  or  is 
in  direct  violation  of  some  rule  of  law.  {Davis  agt.  Allen^ 
8  Omis.  168;  Mur/ey  agt  Brace,  28  Bati.  661.) 

The  latter  case  enunciates  a  sound  rule,  and  is  directly  ap- 
plicable to  the  present  case.  It  is  that  when  the  evidence,  as 
in  this  caise,  is  conflicting,  it  presents  a  £dr  question  for  the 
decision  of  the  referee,  and  it  is  well  observed  that  it  is  a  most 
salutary  rule  that  the  decision  of  the  referee  upon  a  question 
of  fsK^t,  especially  ^FRAUD,  where  there  is  evidence  on  both  sides. 
and  the  point  is  not  entirely  free  from  doubt,  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed. 

The  objections  to  the  depositions  of  Potter  and  Smith,  we 
think,  are  not  tenable,  as  the  proof  was  quite  satis&ctory  to 
show  that,  when  their  depositions  were  admitted,  there  was 
every  reason  to  suppose  they  were  out  of  the  state.  Every 
reasonable  effort  had  been  made  to  find  them,  to  subject  them 
to  the  process  of  subpoena,  and  the  proof  was  quite  adequate 
to  authorize  the  reading  of  their  depositions. 

The  defendant  sold  to  the  plaintiff  84  cases  of  schnapps  out 
on  commissioD,  and  189  in  store,  which  the  referee  has  found 
as  a  fact  were  sold  by  sample,  and  represented  to  be  of  a 
quality  equal  to  Wolf's  schnapps.  That  the  plaintiff  sold  205 
of  these  cases,  or  some  others  made  in  accordance  with  the 
recipe,  and  how  many  does  not  clearly  appear,  and  that  the 
difference  between  the  price  obtained  and  that  which  would 
have  been  obtained,  if  the  article  had  been  of  the  quality  rep- 
resented, was  $4  a  case ;  and  he  allows  to  the  plaintiff  only  on 
the  205  cases.  We  are  unable  to  see  why  the  referee  did  not 
allow  for  the  223  cases  which  were  sold,  and  this  would  have 
increased  the  amount  of  his  damages.  We  do  not  see  that  the 
defendant  can  complain*  of  this. 

Assuming  the  referee  has  found  the  £»$ts  correcdy,  we  see 
no  error  in  the  rule  of  damages  adopted  by  him. 

As  he  has  allowed  no  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of 
tiie  recipe  not  proving  what  it  was  represented,  it  is  unneoes- 
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sary  to  consider  what  was  the  effect  and  character  of  the  rep- 
resentations of  the  defendant  (if  any)  in  respect  to  it 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Justices  Clerke  and  Sutherlani)  concurring. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Leonard  P.  Miller,  trustee,  &c.,  agt  Ira  Porter  and  others. 

The  remedf  of  a  party  aggrioTed  by  proceedings  at  the  drcmt,  such  as  mokioDS 
to  put  a  cause  over  the  circuit — to  put  off  a  cauae  tOl  a  later  day  in  the  dreoit 
— motions  as  to  the  order  of  business  to  correct  the  calendar— for  attaehoMnts 
against  absent  witnesses)  Ac,  is  not  by  appeal,  but  to  move  upon  aflSdaTits  at 
a  non-enumerated  term,  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  for  irregularity,  or  upon 
terms. 

Thus,  where  the  circuit  judge  reftiaed  to  put  a  cause  oyer  the  circuit  for  want  €f 
a  sufficient  excuse^  and  the  plaintiff  proceeded  substantially  ex  park,  and  took 
a  verdict  of  the  jury  in  his  favor,  the  defendant,  upon  affidavits,  moved  at 
a  special  term,  held  by  another  judge,  and  obtained  an  order  setting  aside  tibs 
verdict  and  allowing  the  defendant  to  come  in  and  defend  on  tenns^  which 
order  was  appealed  from,  and  affirmed  at  general  .term. 

Albany  Oeneral  Term^  ifardi^  1869. 
Wrigbt,  Qould  and  Hooeboom,  Justices. 

L.  P.  Miller,  for  plaintiff. 
J.  K.  Porter,  for  defendants. 

By  the  court — ^HoGEBOOif,  Justice.  This  is  an  appeal  from 
an  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Wright  at  special  term,  setting  aside,  on 
terms,  the  verdict,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  taken  on 
this  cause  before  Mr.  Justice  Gould  and  a  jury,  at  the  Sulliyan 
circuit  in  January,  1868.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover 
treble  damages  for  a  willful  trespass  upon  the  lands  of  the 
plaintifll    The  defendant  sought  to  put  the  oase  over  the  oir- 
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cuit^  but,  as  the  circuit  judge  held,  showed  no  suiScient  cause 
therefor,  and  the  trial  proceeded  substantiall j  ex  parte^  and 
the  plaintiff  recovered,  and  his  damages  were  trebled.  The 
defendant  shortly  thereafter  noticed  a  motion  for  the  Ulster 
special  term,  held  in  February,  1858,  to  set  aside  the  verdict^ 
on  terms,  and  mainly  on  the  ground  of  surprise  and  want  of 
preparation,  founded  upon  what  was  alleged  to  have  beeu  the 
determination  of  the  judges  of  the  third  district  to  try  no  more 
causes  involving  the  disputed  boundary  line  between  the  Roch- 
ester and  fiardenburgh  patents,  undl  a  case  now  pending  in 
the  court  of  appeals,  and  involving  that  question,  was  decided. 
This  case  appears  to  be  of  that  character.  Judge  Wrioht 
held  that  the  defendants'  default  and  want  of  preparation  were 
sufficiently  excused — ^that  the  action  was  one  of  considerable 
intrinsic  importance,  and,  resulting  in  the  recovery  of  treble 
damages  to  a  considerable  amount-about  $1,500 — was  one  in 
which,  under  such  circumstances,  the  defendants  ought  to  be 
heard  on  the  trial,  and  he  set  aside  the  verdict  upon  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  circuity  and  of  the  motion,  and  of  the  costs 
of  a  previous  circuity  collected  of  the  plaintiff  when  he  was 
not  ready  for  trial.  So  far  as  this  decision  depended  upon  the 
discretion  of  the  judge,  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  it  is  sus- 
ceptible of  review.  I  think  it  is  not  But  if  it  were,  I  should 
not^  after  perusing  the  well  considered  opinion  of  the  judge, 
undertake  to  interfere  with  it.  We  cannot  say,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  that  his  discretion  was  unwisely  exer- 
cised. But  the  plaintiff  claims  that  Judge  Wright  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  review  the  action  of  Judge  Gould  ordering  the 
trial  to  proceed.  Especially,  if  the  matter  was  reheard  upon 
the  same  papers,  which  he  claims  it  was  in  substance,  and 
that  the  remedy  of  the  defendants,  if  dissatisfied  with  the  order 
of  Judge  Gould,  if  any  remedy  they  had,  was  by  appeal  from 
his  decision.  In  this,  I  think,  the  plaintiff  is  mistaken.  I 
do  not  discover  that  any  order  of  Judge  Gould  was  entered. 
It  is  not  the  practice,  where  the  application  is  denied,  that  it 
should  be.  The  matter  conies  up  rather  informally  before  the 
judge  at  the  circuit,  without  notice,  and  the  judge  disposes  of 
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it  in  a  saxmnaiy  manner,  asamere  question  of  ciicuit  practice. 
These  and  similar  motions  are  made  every  day  in  tlie  couiBe 
of  a  circuit,  and  are  disposed  of  in  a  somewhat  informal  man- 
ner, in  accordance  with  a  course  of  proceeding  well  understood 
by  practitioners  there,  and  varying  somewhat^  accordiog  to 
the  notions  of  the  presiding  judge.  They  depend  upon  a  cir- 
cuit practice,  which  the  judge  regulates,  more  or  less,  by  his 
own  discretion.  They  are  considered  as  appertaLoiog  to  tlie 
orderly  course  of  proceeding  in  that  tribunal,  and  not 
reviewable,  strictly,  as  orders.  As  before  stated,  they  are 
not  usually,  though  they  may  be,  probably,  at  the  instance 
of  either  party,  entered  in  the  minutes.  They  are  not,  prop- 
erly, special  term  orders,  bat  orders  or  directions  of  the  cir- 
cuit judge,  appertaining  to  his  business  there,  as  to  some 
of  which  the  aggrieved  party  has  a  further  remedy,  and  as 
to  some  he  has  not,  but  as  to  none  of  which  (of  this  chaiac- 
ter)  is  his  remedy,  as  I  think,  by  appeal  Of  this  character 
are  motions  to  put  a  cause  over  the  circuit — ^to  put  off  a  cause 
till  a  later  day  in  the  circuit — motions  as  to  the  order  of  busi- 
ness— to  correct  the  calendar — for  attachments  against  absent 
witnesses,  and  various  others.  The  remedy  of  a  party  in  such 
cases,  if  aggrieved,  is  not  by  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  judge, 
but  to  move,  as  in  this  case,  at  a  non-enumerated  term,  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings  for  irregularity,  or  upon  terms.  Where 
the  error  occurs  in  the  progress  of  the  trial  in  the  proceedings 
which  ordinarily  take  place  at  a  trial,  the  aggrieved  par^ 
makes  a  case  or  exceptions,  moves  at  a  special  term  proper, 
or  at  a  general  term,  and  the  motion  becomes  an  enumerated 
motion.  Such  are  the  cases  which  the  Code  has  in  view  when 
it  speaks  of  an  appeal  &om  an  order  granting  or  refusing  a 
new  trial.  But  this  case  is  not  of  that  character.  The  appli- 
cation for  relief  is  based,  not  upon  what  took  place  during  the 
trial,  but  outside  and  independent  of  the  trial,  Uj  on  matters 
which  would  have  no  appropriate  place  in  a  case  or  bill  of 
exceptions.  A  case  or  bill  of  exceptions  is  not,  there&re^ 
necessary,  and  the  motion  was  properly  heard  upon  ailidavits. 
It  is  not  very  material  whether  i\w  uihdavits  were  substantially 
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siifnlarvto  those  presented  to  the  circuit  judge,  for,  as  I  havo. 
endeavored  to  show,  in  hearing  them  he  sits  as  circuit  judge,  and 
not  at  sj^ial.term,  and  the  party  comes  to  the  court  for  relief 
not  to  grant  or  refuse  a  new  trial,  but  to  set  aside  or  maintain 
the  proceedings.  He  may  come  because  the  judge  has  erro- 
neously refyaed  him  relief  at  the  circuit,  or  for  reasons  inde- 
pendent of  those  prpceqdings,  addressed  to  its  sense  of  equity 
or  its  sound  discretion.  By  the  practice  of  the  court,  but  only 
because  such  is  the  practice,  his  application  is  heard  before 
a  single  judge,  but  not  less  before  the  court  than  if  all  its  mem- 
bers were  present  at  the  hearing.  In  point  of  fact,  however, 
it  would  seem  that  the  motion  at  special  term  was  heard  upon 
new  and  additional  papers,  and,  upon  new  and  additional 
grounds^  was  therefore  properly  addressed  to  the  only  tribunal 
which  could  hear  it,  and,  as  it  seems  to  me  upon  the  taucta  pre* 
sented,  was  properly  disposed  of  by  an  order  which  only  gave 
the  defendants  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and  could  not^  in 
ihe  eye  of  the  law,  operate  to  the  legal  prejudice  of  the  plaintiS 
The  order  of  the  special  term  should  be  affirmed. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

John  Q.  Jones  agt  The  Terre  Haute  and  Richmond 
R41LROAD  Company. 

The  oiScers  of  a  corporation  must  pay  dividends  to  the  persons  holding  stock  on 
the  books  of  the  company.  If  the  directoiB,  in  making  the  diyidend,  do  not 
limit  the  period,  the  officers  haye  no  right  to  do  eo^  and  their  only  guide  is  the 
stock  book  to  ascertain  the  parties  entitled  thereto  at  the  date  when  the  divi- 
dend is  declared. 

Therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  became  a  stockholder  of  the  company  (on  surrender 
of  a  bond  against  the  company,  according  to  its  conditions),  on  the  3d  of  De- 
cember, and  a  cash  dividend  on  the  surplus  earnings  of  the  company,  ending 
on  the  30th  of  NoTember,  payable  January  6th,  was  declared  on  the  I^th  of 
December,  ffeldf  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder  on  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany at  the  time  the  dividend  was  declared,  and  was  entitled  to  his  ^hare 
thereof. 
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Jtaeemt  that  a  board  of  diiecton^  in  making  a  diyidend,  cannot  limit  it  to  i 
holding  stock  at  any  given  time,  to  the  exduaion  of  others  who  sabaeqneotij 
aoquire  stock. 

New 'York  General  Term^  June^  1859. 
Appeal  from  jadgment  entered  for  defendants. 

By  tlie  court— iNaRAHAM,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  was  the 
holder  of  four  bonds  issued  by  the  defendants — a  corporation 
chartered  by  the  state  of  Indiana — ^for  $1,000  each.  These 
bonds  contained  a  clause,  by  which  the  defendants  agreed  to 
transfer  to  the  holder  thereof,  at  any  time  before  the  same  fell 
due,  whenever  the  holder  should  elect  to  receive  the  same,  on 
delivery  of  such  bond,  and  of  the  unpaid  coupons,  to  the  trea- 
aurer  of  the  company,  at  Terre  Haute,  an  equal  amount  at  par 
in  the  shares  of  tbe  capital  stock  of  said  company,  in  exchange 
for  such  bonds. 

The  charter  of  the  company  provided  that  semi-annual  divi 
dends,  of  so  much  of  the  profits  as  the  directors  should  deem 
expedient,  should  be  made  on  the  first  Mondays  of  December 
and  July,  unless  the  directors  fix  on  a  different  day,  and  pay 
the  stockholders  as  soon  thereafiier  as  they  can  with  conve- 
nience. 

On  the  26ih  of  November,  1856,  the  plaintiff  mailed  his 
bonds,  with  the  impaid  coupons,  to  thesecretary  of  the  defend- 
ants, with  a  demand  inclosed,  requesting  to  have  the  same  con- 
verted into  capital  stock,  accordiiig  to  the  condition  in  the 
bonds.  Such  letter  reached  the  post-office  in  Terre  Haute  on 
the  SOth  of  November.  The  defendaitts  did  not  take  the  let- 
ter from  the  post-office  on  that  day,  and  it  was  not  actually 
received  by  the  defendants  until  the  8d  of  December.  On  this 
day  the  secretary  informed  the  plaintiff  that  his  bonds  were  re- 
ceived too  late  for  the  stock  to  be  entitled  to  dividend  for  the 
six  months  ending  November  SOth. 

On  the  16th  of  December,  the  secretary  sent  to  plaintiff  a 
certificate  of  stock,  dated  8d  of  December,  and  a  check  for  in- 
terest up  to  the  1st  of  December,  being  three  months  on  the 
bond,  or  one  half  the  amount  of  the  coupon  first  coming  due. 

This  check  the  plaintiff  returned. 
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On  the  15th  of  January,  the  directors  passed  a  resolution 
ordering  that  the  fiscal  year  thereafter  terminate  on  the  80th 
of  November,  and  that  dividends  be  declared  on  the  business 
dSf  the  board  for  six  months  ending  Slst  of  May  and  80th  of 
November. 

The  stock  and  transfer  books  were  closed  on  the  80th  of 
November,  and  continued  closed  fifteen  days,  and  were  opened 
on  the  16th  of  December. 

On  the  17th  of  December,  the  defendants  declared  a  divi- 
dend as  follows :  '^  Ordered,  that  a  dividend  of  seven  per  cent 
be  declared  out  of  the  surplus  earnings  of  the  road  ending  No- 
vember SOth,  payable  January  6th.  It  is  also  further  ordered, 
th^t  a  stock  dividend  of  20  per  cent,  payable  in  stock  and 
changed  to  the  surplus  account,  be  paid  to  the  holders  of  stock 
at  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year,  November  80th." 

The  plaintiff  demanded  the  cash  dividend  and  stock  divi- 
dend, both  of  which  were  refused,  and  brought  this  action  to 
recover  the  same. 

The  case  was  tried  befdre  a  justice  without  a  jury,  who  found 
as  matter  of  law  that  the  issue  of  stock  to  the  plaintiff  did  not 
entitle  him  to  a  share  of  the  dividend  declared  on  the  17th  of 
December,  nor  to  any  damages  against  the  defendants  for  non- 
payment, and  that  the  terms  of  the  resolution  did  not  give  the 
plaintiff  any  right  to  said  dividend  or  any  part  thereof  or  any 
damages  for  non-payment  thereof  To  these  rulings  the  plain- 
tiff excepted. 

It  must  be  conceded  that,  before  making  the  dividend  on  the 
17th  of  December,  the  plaintiff  had,  by  the  act  of  the  company, 
been  admitted  a  stockholder  of  the  date  of  the  8d  of  Decem- 
ber, and  even  if  his  right  did  not  attach  until  such  certificate 
was  actually  issued,  the  issue  of  it  on  the  16th  of  December 
and  placing  it  that  day  in  the  post-office,  was  an  issue  to  him 
of  the  stock  at  that  time,  and  entitled  him  to  all  the  rights  of 
a  stockholder. 

Had  the  corporation  declared  a  dividend  while  the  books 
were  closed  and  before  the  plaintiff*  was  admitted  on  the  books 
to  be  a  stockholder  by  the  issue  to  him  of  the  stock,  it  might 
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have  become  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  arrival  at  Tene 
Haute  on  the  80th  of  November,  in  the  post-office,  gave  the 
plaintiff  any  right  to  be  deemed  a  stockholder  as  of  that  day  7 
The  condition  of  the  bond  was,  that  the  same  should  be  pre* 
sented  to  the  treasurer  at  Terre  Haute.  This  condition  was 
not  complied  with  by  sending  a  letter  to  the  secretary,  which 
was  not  received  by  him  until  a  subsequent  date,  and  gave  no 
right  to  be  deemed  a  stockholder.  If  it  had  been  shown  that 
application  for  letters  on  that  day  was  purposely  avoided, 
another  question  might  arise  on  this  branch  of  the  case  whiish 
it  is  not  necessary  now  to  discuss. 

Prima  facie,  all  stockholders  at  any  particular  peifiod  are 
equally  'interested  in  the  property  and  business  of  a  corpora- 
tion. They  assume  the  same  liabilities^  are  entitled  to  the  same 
rights,  and  are  equal  owners  of  the  property.  When,  there- 
fore, the  directors  undertake  to  distribute  among  the  stock- 
holders any  portion  of  the  funds  or  property  of  a  corporatLodi 
whether  such  is  called  profits  or  not,  all  the  stockholders  are 
entitled  to  an  equal  share  in  the  fund  proportionate  to  their 
stock,  whether  they  have  been  such  stockholders  for  a  long^ 
or  shorter  period.  Unless  the  charter  give  the  directors  power 
to  discriminate  between  the  stockholders  at  different  periods 
in  the  distribution  of  profits,  they  are  all  entitled  to  share  there- 
in. The  designation  of  a  fiscal  year  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  distribution  of  its  proceeds  among  the  stockholders  at  the 
close  thereof.  It  may  be  more  properly  referred  to  as  the  pe- 
riod for  making  up  on  the  books  annual  accounts.  If  it  limited 
the  profits  to  those  who  held  stock  at  that  time,  it  would  alike 
exclude  stockholders  who  subsequently  acquired  stock  &om 
any  surplus  remaining  after  the  dividend  was  declared,  as  it 
would  from  a  participation  in  the  dividend  then  made.  Bat  it 
is  not  even  necessary,  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal,  to  invoke 
the  aid  of  these  principles.  By  the  terms  of  the  resolution  it- 
self, the  seven  per  cent,  dividend  in  cash  was  made  to  the 
stockholders  then  holding  stock,  without  any  discrimination. 

This  dividend  was  declared  to  be  a  dividend  of  seven  per 
cent,  out  of  the  surplus  earnings  of  the  road  ending  Novembei 
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80th,  payable  January  .6th.  It  was  not  linuted,  as  the  stock 
dividend  was,  to  those  who  held  stock  at  the  close  of  the  fiscal 
year.  It  was  unlimited ;  who  were,  then,  entitled  to  it  ?  The 
stockholders.  Who  were  they  ?  All  who  held  stock  when 
the  resolution  was  passed  on  the  17th  of  December.  The 
plaintiff  was  at  that  time  a  stockholder  by  the  voluntary  act  of 
the  defendants.  As  such,  he  was  entitled  to  a  dividend  on  his 
stock  under  this  resolution,  just  as  much  as  were  the  other 
stockholders.  Any  other  rule  would  give  to  the  officers  of  a 
company  a  discretionary  power  as  to  whom  they  would  pay 
dividends  to.  Tbey  must  pay  to  the  persons  holding  stock 
on  the  books  of  the  company.  If  the  directors,  in  making  the 
dividend,  do  not  limit  the  period,  the  officers  have  no  right  to 
do  so,  and  their  only  guide  is  the  stock  book  to  ascertain  the 
parties  entitled  tliereto  at  the  date  when  the  dividend  is  de- 
clared. As  the  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder  on  the  books  of  the 
company  at  the  time  the  dividend  was  declared,  he  was  enti- 
tled to  the  cash  dividend,  under  the  resolution  as  passed  by  the 
board  of  directors  on  the  17th  of  December,  1856. 

I  do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  applying  these  rules  to  a 
case  where  the  dividend  is  declared  betbre  the  books  are 
opened.  There  the  officers  must  be  governed  by  the  books  as 
they  existed  at  the  time  they  were  closed,  and  the  distribution 
made  accordingly. 

The  views  above  expressed  dispose  of  this  appeal,  and  ren- 
der  a  new  trial  necessary.  It  is,  therefore,  not  re(][uisite  that 
we  should  examine  the  other  question  in  the  case,  viz.; 
Whether  a  board  of  directors,  in  making  a  dividend,  can  limit 
it  to  persons  holding  stock  at  any  given  time,  to  the  exclusion 
of  others  who  subsequently  acquire  stock. 

The  question  is  not  iree  from  difficulty,  and  I  am  inclined 
toitjhe  opinion  that  the  board  of  directors  had  no  power  thus 
to  diminish  the  value  of  the  s^k ;  but,  as  a  new  trial  must  be 
ordered,  we  retrain  from  expressing  any  farther  opinion  there* 
on  at  the  present  time. 

New  trial  ordered ;  costs  to  abide  event 
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SUPREME  COTJET. 

The  People,  ex  reL  John  Keenholts,  executor,  &c^  agt 
Albert  D.  Robinson,  County  Judge,  Titus  Rushmorb, 
and  others. 

Where  an  executor^  by  the  will,  was  authorized  to  control  and  manage  the  real 
estate  daring  the  minority  of  the  deviseee;  to  "  receiye  the  rents,  issues  and 
profits"  thereof,  and  to  expend  them  for  certain  specified  uses, 

Eeidj  that,  though  called  executor^  he  was  the  trustee  of  a  valid,  active  trasti  and, 
as  such,  had  the  legal,  valid  title,  and  the  actual  estate  in  the  real  estate^ 
and  was  the  only  person  who  had  the  right  to  go  on  with  proceedings  of  his 
testatrix,  pending  upon  certiorari  before  the  county  judge,  relative  to  the  laying 
out  of  a  private  road,  and  the  proper  person  to  be  substituted  as  relator  in 
such  proceedings. 
'  There  is  no  right  of  appeal  to  the  county  court  from  the  verdict  of  a  jury  given 
upon  the  laying  out  of  a  private  road.  The  commissionen  of  highwaiys  mmst 
lay  out  the  road  on  the  receiving  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  The  appointment  of 
rtfarees  by  the  county  court,  on  appeal  flrom  such  decision  (as  is  authorized  on 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  commissioners  of  highways,  on  lining  out  tkpnUk 
road  or  hightoay),  is  tfoid  for  want  ofjvarisAdion. 

Albany  General  Term,  SspLy  1858. 

Wm.  B.  Wright,  Gould  and  D.  Wright,  justices. 

Common  law  certiorari,  issued  by  the  supreme  court,  on 
application  of  Mary  Keenholts  to  A.  D.  Robinson,  Albany 
county  judge,  Titus  Rushmore,  James  B.  Wands  and  John  L 
Oroesbeck,  referees,  to  remove  into  this  court,  for  review,  the 
proceedings  had  before  the  referees,  who  were  appointed  by 
the  said  county  judge,  to  hear  and  determine  the  appeal  of 
Jew  L  Jewett  from  the  order  of  the  commissioners  of  high- 
-ways  of  the  town  of  Quilderland,  in  that  county,  laying  out  a 
private  road.  Prom  the  return  of  the  judge  and  referees*  to 
the  writ)  it  appeared  that  Mary  Keenholts,  on  the  16th  day  of 
December,  1864,  made  application  to  the  commissioners  of 
highways  of  the  town  of  Quilderland,  for  the  laying  out  of  a 
private  road  across  the  lands  of  Jew  I.  Jewett^  pursuant  to 
chap.  174,  Laws  of  1853,  and  that  thereupon  the  commissioiiera 
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proceeded,  as  required  by  that  statute,  to  obtain  a  jury  to 
determine  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  prirate  road  applied  fpr, 
and  to  assess  the  damages  of  Jewett.  On  the  8th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1855,  a  jury,  selected,  summoned  and  sworn,  as  required 
by  that  act,  viewed  the  premises,  heard  the  allegations  of  the 
parties,  and  such  witnesses  as  they  produced,  and  determined 
that  the  private  road  as  applied  for  was  necessary,  and  they 
assessed  the  damages  of  Jewett  at  the  sum  of  $180.  On  the 
11th  day  of  January,  1865,  the  commissioners  laid  out  and 
made  a  record  of  the  road  as  applied  for.  On  the  28d  day  of 
the  same  month,  Jewett  appealed  from  the  order  of  the  com- 
missioners to  said  county  judge,  who,  on  the  28d  day  of  March, 
1855,  appointed  three  of  the  defendants  referees,  to  hear  and 
determine  the  appeal,  and  on  the  24th  day  of  April,  1855,  the 
referees  reversed  the  order  of  the  commissioners.  Mary  Keen- 
holts,  by  her  counsel,  appeared  before  the  referees  at  the  time 
of  their  meeting,  and  objected  to  their  jurisdiction,  to  hear  and 
determine  the  appeal,  which  objection  the  referees  overruled. 
After  the  return  to  the  writ  was  filed  in  this  court,  Mary 
Keenholts  died,  leaving  a  will  appointing  John  Keenholts  sole 
executor,  and  authorizing  him  to  control  and  manage  the  real 
estate  devised  during  the  minority  of  the  devisees,  who  were 
respectively  of  the  ages  of  eleven  and  thirteen  years,  and  to 
"  receive  the  rents,  issues  and  profits''  thereof,  and  apply  them 
for  certain  specified  purposes.  On  the  petition  of  John  Keen- 
holts, he  was  substituted  as  relator  at  a  special  term  of  this 
court,  when  the  cause  was  moved  for  argument  by  the  relator. 
The  counsel  for  Jewett  moved  to  dismiss  the  writ,  and  all  the 
proceedings,  on  the  ground  that  the  writ  had  abated  by  the 
death  of  Mary  Keenholts,  and  that  the  proceedings  could  not 
be  continued  in  the  name  of  the  executor.  The  motion  to 
dismiss  and  the  argument  upon  the  merits  were  heard  at  the 
same  time. 

Ira.  Shafsr, /or  relator. 

J.  H.  Gluts  and  Lyhan  Tbskain,  for  defisfidanis  and  Jew 
LJeweiL 
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By  the  court — Gould,  Justice.  There  was  no  dispute  aboat 
the  fiicts  in  this  case,  and  they  sufficiently  appear  by  the  retoni 
to  the  certiorari  upon  which  the  case  comes  before  us.  But 
the  points  really  taken  on  the  argument  are :  Ist  Has  this 
executor  any  right  to  continue  the  proceedings  commenced  by 
his  testatrix  ?  By  her  will,  the  executor  was  authorized  ta 
control  and  manage  the  real  estate  during  the  minority  of  the 
devisees,  to  "receive  the  rents,  issues  and  profits"  thereof  and 
to  expend  them  for  certain  specified  uses.  He  is  thus,  though 
called  eocecutor,  the  trustee  of  a  valid,  active  trust,  and  as  such 
has  the  legal  valid  title  and  an  actual  estate  in  this  real  estate. 
(2  Coma.  19,  298.)  It  seems  to  me  that  such  a  trostee  Ao^,  and 
is  the  only  person  who  has,  the  right  to  go  on  with  this  pro- 
ceeding. Naming  him  as  executor  (in  the  proceeding)  does 
not  show  that  he  proceeds  as  eocecuior,  but,  in  connection  with 
the  will,  shows  that  he  is  the  trustee  pointed  out  by  the  will ; 
he  is  trostee  by  being  executor.  The  other  point  to  be  de- 
cided is,  had  the  county  court  jurisdiction  of  the  matter,  ao 
that  it  could  appoint  referees  f  This  must  be  answered  by 
arriving  at  the  true  construction  of  the  statutes  relating  to  the 
laying  out  of  private  roads.  There  is  doubtless  some  lack  of 
precision  in  the  words  used  in  the  statutes,  as  they  speak  of 
"  highways,"  "  roads,"  and  "  private  roads,"  if  not  interchange- 
ably, at  least  without  careful  discrimination.  I  think,  how- 
ever, that  reading  the  statutes  (1  Vol  Rev,  Sl  4<A  ed.,  from 
1040  to  1048 ;  Laws  of  1858,  pp.  808-9-10)  will  lead  most 
persons  to  the  conclusion  that  highway  and  road  are  used  as 
nearly,  if  not  quite,  synonymous,  while  a  private  road  is  almost 
invariably  specified  as  private.  (See  9  Johns.  849.)  Still  I  do 
not  deem  this  construction  absolutely  essential  to  the  decis- 
ion of  the  case,  since,  taking  the  laws  of  1858  (as  above 
cited)  in  connection  with  section  8  of  chapter  455  of  laws  of 
1847  (page  564:  ]4:ih  ed.,  Bev.  Si.  vol  l,p.  1047,  §  103),  I  am 
unable  to  see  that  the  county  court  has  power  to  appoint  refe- 
rees, or  that  any  appeal  lies  to  the  county  court,  save  in  a  case 
where  the  "  determination"  (or  decision)  for  or  against  the  lay* 
ing  out  of  a  road,  &a,  is  made  by  the  commissioners  ofhightoaj/s. 
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That  their  act  is  judicial — ^is  a  decision — ^is  not  mei^ly  founded 
on  my  understanding  of  tbe  language  of  the  statute,  but  is  sus- 
tained by  Chief  Justice  Nelson.  (25  Wend.  454.)  The  stat* 
ute  contemplates  the  judgment  of  three  distinct  bodies  of  men, 
if  desired,  Ac. :  1st.  The  freeholders ;  2d.  The  commisewMTB 
of  highways ;  8d.  The  judges ;"  two  of  which  bodies  must 
concur  in  laying  out,  &c.  (See  also  24  Weiid.  495.)  But,  in 
tihe  case  of  a  private  road,  the  commissioners  have  no  power 
to  determine  or  decide  anything.  Laws  of  1863  {p.  809,  §  10) 
provide :  "  If  they  (the  jury)  shall  determine  that  the  pro- 
posed road  is  necessary,  they  shall  assess,  &c.,  and  shall  de- 
liver their  verdict,  in  writing,  to  the  conamissioners  ;'*  and  by 
section  12  the  commissioners  shall  annex  to  such  verdict  the 
application,  &c.,  and  hand  the  same  to  the  town  clerk,  who 
shall  file  the  same,  and  "  the  commissioners  shall  lay  out  and 
make  a  record  of  said  road  as  described  in  the  petition  of  the 
applicant."  As  section  17  (p.  810)  of  the  same  act  repeals  other 
provisions,  these  are  the  statutes  now  regulating  appeals, 
and  the  laying  out  of  private  roads,  and  an  appeal  is  strictly 
created  by,  and  to  be  governed  by,  the  statute.  I  cannot  see 
any  right  of  appeal  to  the  county  court,  from  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  given  as  to  this  road,  and  it  must  be  adjudged  that  all 
the  proceedings  of  that  court  are  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
They  must  be  set  aside. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

John  A.  Underwood  and  others  agt  The  New-York  and 
New-Haven  Railroad  Company. 

An  inimctUm  was  granted  against  the  defendants  in  this  action,  restraining  them 
from  paying  a  dmdeni^  declared  by  them  on  the  stock  of  the  corporation,  to 
any  stockholders  of  the  corporation,  except  sach  as  can  be  ascertained  to  hold 
none  of  the  spurious  stock  issued  by  Schuyler,  and  from  making  any  ftitnre 
diYidend  on  the  stock,  nntil,  by  the  deoisLon  of  some  court  of  competent  Juris 
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diotUm,  it  shall  be  eatobliahed  who  are  the  geauioe  stodkholderB  in  the  oooi- 
pany,  or  until  the  f\irther  order  of  the  court. 

The  application  was  made  on  the  alleged  ground  that  the  plaintiflb  are  gennme 
Btockholdora  of  the  defendants'  corporation,  and  that^  among  the  persoos  who 
are  designated  as  stockholders  in  the  company,  there  are  seyeral  holding  the 
fUse  stock,  or  that  which  was  fVaudulently  issued  by  Schuyler,  aoeording  to  i 

'  second  examination  by  a  Mr.  Holbrook  (not  authorized  by  the  defendants)  of  the 
books  of  the  defendants^  in  order  to  make  out  a  new  list  of  stockholdersL 

New  -  York  Special  Term,  Septemierj  1859. 
Motion  for  an  injunction. 

Ingraham,  Justice.  This  action  is  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, who  claim  to  be  owners  of  some  of  the  stock  of  the  New- 
Haven  Eiulroad  Company,  to  restrain  the  company  from  pay- 
ing a  dividend  which  was  lately  declared  by  the  directors,  upoa 
the  ground  that,  among  the  persons  who  are  designated  as 
stockholders  in  the  company,  there  are  several  holding  the 
&lse  stock,  or  that  which  was  fraudulently  issued  bj  Schuy- 
ler ;  and  also  to  restrain  the  company  from  declaring  other 
dividends  until  the  true  list  of  the  stockholders  is  ascertained. 

The  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  show  that  after 
the  discovery  of  the  fraud,  as  committed  by  Schuyler,  Hol- 
brook was  employed  by  the  directors  to  examine  the  books  of 
the  company  and  make  out  a  list  of  the  stockh<jlders  of  the 
company,  as  distinguished  from  those  who  held  the  false  stock 
issued  by  Schuyler;  that  he  discharged  that  duty,  and  ren- 
dered to  the  board  what  he  believed  to  be  a  true  list  of  such 
stockholders ;  that  Holbrook  afterwards  entertained  doubts  as 
to  the  genuineness  of  some  of  the  stock  which  he  had  returned 
as  good  stock,  and  made  a  second  examination,  in  which  he 
discovered,  as  he  thought,  an  error  as  to  173  shares,  belong- 
ing to  twenty-four  different  parties,  which  were  by  the  first  ac- 
count thought  to  be  genuine,  and  on  the  second  found  to  be 
spurious ;  that,  after  completing  such  examination,  Holbrook 
was  preparing  a  new  list  of  the  genuine  stockholders,  and  so 
informed  the  president,  who  replied  to  him  that  they  wanted 
no  new  list  of  stockholders. 

It  also  appears  that  the  commencement  of  the  firaudulent 
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ifisues  of  the  stock  by  Schuyler  was  long  previous  to  the  time 
when  the  directors  have  assumed  that  Schuyler  made  the  first 
firaudulent  issues  of  stock.  Whether  any  of  the  stock,  so  fraud- 
tdendy  issued  prior  to  1853,  found  its  way  upon  the  transfer 
books  of  the  company  is  not  distinctly  stated;  but  it  does  ap- 
pear that  as  early  as  1860  the  stock  ledger  of  the  company 
showed,  in  the  accounts  of  Schuyler  and  of  the  firm  of  R  &  G. 
Schuyler,  a  large  excess  of  over  issue  of  shares  over  and  above 
the  balance  shown  by  the  debit  and  credit  sides  of  the  account^ 
exceeding  more  than  a  thousand  shares. 

It  is  also  stated  that  a  separation  of  the  stock,  which  com- 
menced in  1853,  must  be  defective  and  erroneou&  Other  facts 
are  also  stated  in  the  affidavit^  tending  to  establish  the  &ct  that 
the  separation  of  genuine  and  spurious  stock,  as  made  by  or- 
der of  the  board  of  directors,  and  upon  which  the  payment  of 
the  two  dividends  have  been  based,  was  erroneous,  and  might 
extend  to  nearly  1,200  shares  of  the  stock. 

It  is  shown  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that^  from  an  ex- 
amination of  the  stbck  account  of  Schuyler  in  the  stock  ledger, 
the  debit  and  credit  sides  balanced,  with  the  exception  of  four 
shares  standing  to  the  credit  of  Schuyler ;  but  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  any  such  examination  tias  been  made  as  will  author* 
ize  the  statement  that  none  of  the  spurious  stock,  issued  by 
Schuyler  previous  to  the  year  1853,  had  been  transferred  on 
the  books  of  the  company. 

From  the  facts  stated  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  must  be 
apparent  that  a  more  thorough  examination  of  the  stock  led- 
ger, and  of  the  transfers  of  stock  previous  to  1858,  is  necessary 
before  the  true  character  of  the  stock,  held  by  those  to  whom 
the  company  propose  to  pay  dividends,  can  be  ascertained.  If 
in  no  other  way,  the  title  to  all  the  stock  fiom  the  original  sub- 
scribers can  be  traced  through  those  to  whom  such  stock  has 
been  from  time  to  time  transferred,  until  it  is  found  in  the 
possession  of  the  present  holders;  when  that  title  is  thus  as- 
certained, there  can  be  but  little  difficulty  in  rejecting  the  led- 
dueas  spurious  stock. 

It  is  true  that  questions  may  arise,  such  as  one  suggested  in 
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the  affidavits  used  on  this  motion ;  but  the  mere  statement  of 
such  difficulties  only  shows  the  propriety  of  using  more  cau- 
tion, and  of  making  more  thorough  examinations  before  the 
company  should  decide  to  pay  the  profits  of  their  business  to 
those  who  may  hereafter  be  found  not  entitled  to  share  there- 
in ;  and  if  such  doubts  and  uncertainty  exist^  it  only  exhibits 
more  clearly  the  impropriety  of  making  any  such  distribution 
of  profits,  until,  t>y  a  judicial  decision,  the  character  of  the 
lespectiye  shares  of  stock  is  established* 

It  is  objected,  however,  to  the  granting  of  this  injunction, 
that  the  complaint  does  not  show  any  particular  danger  of  loss 
to  the  plainti£&  beyond  the  paying  improperly  a  sum  of  money, 
and  that  for  this  an  action  at  law  may  be  maintained  against 
the  company.  Such  can  h^dly  be  said  to  be  the  consequences 
of  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  It  is  not  confined  in  its 
allegations  to  the  present  dividend,  but  avers  that  the  board  of 
directors  have  declared  their  purpose  to  continue  to  pay  divi- 
dends to  the  persons  selected  by  them  as  the  genuine  stock* 
holders. 

I  suppose  a  stockholder  is  not  to  be  turned  over  to  an  action 
against  the  company  (in  which  he  must  bear  a  part  of  the  loss 
as  a  stockholder  in  case  of  recovery),  when  it  appears  that  by 
an  established  course  of  proceeding  the  profits  of  the  company 
from  time  to  time  are  to  be  divided  in  part  to  persons  not 
entitled  thereto. 

Such  a  course,  if  continued,  would  consume  a  large  amount 
of  the  funds  of  the  company,  and  would  seriously  affect  the 
value  of  the  genuine  stock,  and  the  plaintiff  should  not  be 
compelled  to  resort  to  that  action  as  the  only  remedy  for  pre* 
venting  such  loss ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  apparent  that  the  in- 
jury to  him,  as  a  genuine  stockholder,  cannot  be  remedied  by 
an  action  for  a  specific  sum ;  the  probable  or  possible  damage 
to  the  value  of  his  stock,  if  the  dividend  were  improperly  paid, 
would  be  a  sufficient  consideration  to  authori2se  granting  such 
an  injunction. 

These  remarks  also  dispose  of  the  objection  that  the  interest 
of  the  plaintiffii  in  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the  dividend  was 
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80  small  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  the  relief  they 
ask  for.  K  the  present  dividend  was  the  only  one  to  be  paid, 
such  an  objection  would  be  entitled  to  consideration.  But  the 
plaintiffs'  application  relates  not  only  to  the  present,  but  to  fu- 
ture dividends,  the  amount  or  number  of  which  is  not  limited, 
and,  as  before  remarked,  the  depreciation  of  stock  by  errone- 
ous payments,  as  well  as  future  dividends,- must  be  considered 
in  deciding  upon  the  propriety  of  granting  this  motion. 

It  is  also  objected  that  this  company  is  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion, and  ought  not  to  be  restrained  in  this  state.  Conceding 
that  rule  to  be  a  correct  one  where  a  corporation  transacts  all 
its  business  beyond  the  state  where  the  action  is  brought,  and 
has  no  property  within  the  state,  it  can  hardly  be  said  to  be 
applicable  to  a  railroad  corporation,  which  operates  more  than 
one-third  of  its  road  within  the  state  and  keeps  an  office  for  the 
transaction  of  its  business  here,  and  more  especially  so  when,  by 
the  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state  granting  to  the  company 
the  right  to  extend  their  road  through  this  state,  it  was  pro- 
vided "they  should  be  liable  in  the  same  manner  as  corpora- 
tions in  this  state,  to  be  sued  by  summons."  If,  in  extending 
the  road,  the  company  had  threatened  to  do  some  serious  in- 
jury to  a  landholder  on  the  line  of  the  road,  without  compen- 
sation, there  could  be  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  courts  of 
this  Slate  to  prevent  such  injury,  or  give  a  suitable  redress  for 
it,  either  by  injunction  or  damage,  or  both ;  and  if  a  citizen 
can  be  protected  against  the  company  as  to  real  estate,  I  see 
no  reason  why  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  same  protection  as  to 
his  personal  property. 

This  case  is  distinguished  from  the  other  cases  of  a  similar 
character  which  have  been  before  the  court,  in  that  it  is 
brought  by  a  genuine  stockholder,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of 
himself  and  other  stockholders.  The  other  cases  were  dis- 
missed for  reasons  not  existing  in  this  case. 

The  suggestion,  that  the  company  would  not  be  bound  to 
obey  an  injunction  in  Connecticut,  and  that  they  could  go  there 
and  make  the  payment  of  the  dividend  if  they  saw  fit  to  do  so, 
can  hardly  call  for  an  answer  here.    With  that  the  court  at 
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present  have  nothing  to  do ;  when  such  a  case  is  presented 
to  the  court)  it  will  then  be  time  enough  to  inquire  whether 
any  remedy  exists  for  disobeying  the  writ ;  bat  it  can  hardly 
be  supposed  that  any  corporation,  situated  as  this  is  in  regard 
to  its  road  and  property  within  this  state,  would  venture  to 
carry  out  such  suggestion. 

The  conclusion  to  which  I  have  arrived  is,  that  the  order  re- 
strainiDg  the  defendants  should  be  to  a  certain  extent  granted. 
The  dividend  now  declared  belongs  to  the  genuine  stockhold- 
ers. Whenever  it  is  ascertained  who  they  are,  they  will  be  en- 
titled to  receive  their  portions,  and  so  &r  as  it  can  be  ascer- 
tained that  any  of  the  stockholders  hold  none  of  the  stock 
that  is  not  genuine,  there  is  no  reason  for  prohibiting  the 
payment  to  them  of  the  dividend  now  declared  by  the  com- 
pany. 

In  the  affidavits  submitted  to  me  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, it  is  stated,  that  more  than  one-half  of  the  original  sub- 
scribers  for  the  stock  continue  to  hold  their  stock  to  the  pres- 
ent time.  There  is  no  doubt  as  to  their  right  to  the  dividend 
now  declared,  and  as  there  are  no  allegations  that  any  fraudu- 
lent stock  was  issued  prior  to  1850,  there  seems  to  be  no  good 
reason  for  restraining  the  payment  of  the  dividends  upon  any 
stock  which  is  now  held  by  persons  who  held  it  prior  to  1850, 
and  have  not  transferred  their  stock  at  any  time  since  that 
period. 

With  these  exceptions,  the  injunction  is  continued  as  to  all 
other  stockholders,  and  the  directors  are  prohibited  from  mak* 
ing  any  future  dividend  on  the  stock  of  the  corporation  until, 
by  the  decision  of  some  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  it  shall 
be  established  who  are  the  genuine  stockholders  in  the  com* 
pany,  or  until  the  further  order  of  the  court  herein. 
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Company. 

The  Same  and  Wife  agt  The  Same  Defendants. 

The  place  ofrtaidmce  of  a  corporation,  created  hj  the  laws  of  this  state^  most  be 
asoertaiDed  by  its  place  of  bufiness.  If  it  have  several  places  of  buaineas,  it 
must  also  be  deemed  to  have  several  places  ci  refiidence. 

The  principal  business  of  the  defendants  is  transacted  in  New- York,  and  yet  thej 
have  a  place  of  business  in  Albany,  which  fact  constitutes  them,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  vemUf  residents  of  Albany. 

Albany  Special  Term,  October,  1858. 

MonoN  to  change  the  place  of  trial 

The  actions  were  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
BOstaiDed  by  the  plaintifb,  while  passengers  upon  a  train  of 
cars  belonging  to  the  defendants.  The  collision,  which  re- 
sulted in  the  injuries  of  which  the  plaintifis  complain,  took 
place  near  Poughkeepsie,  in  January,  1856.  The  plaintifb 
were  passengers  from  Albany  to  New- York.  The  plaintiffii 
reside  in  the  county  of  Schoharie.  The  venue  in  the  actions 
is  laid  in  the  county  of  Albany.  The  defendants  in  due  sea- 
son demanded  that  the  trial  should  be  had  in  the  proper  county. 
They  then  moved  to  change  the  venue  to  Schoharie,  on  the 
ground  that  Albany  is  not  the  proper  county. 

Ira  SBATEit,forplaifUiff8. 
Henry  Smith,  y&r  defendants. 

Harris,  Justice.  The  125tli  section  of  the  Code  required 
that  the  plaintiff  should  lay  their  venue  in  some  county  in 
which  some  of  the  parties  to  the  action  resided  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  suit.  The  plainti£&  themselves  re- 
sided in  the  county  of  Schoharie.    Whether  or  not  the  venue 
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could  properly  be  laid  in  Albany,  must  depend  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  defendants  can  properly  be  regarded  as  resi- 
dents of  that  county  ? 

The  question  whether  a  corporation  can  be  deemed  to  have 
fr  residence,  and,  if  so,  how  its  place  of  residence  is  to  be  de- 
termined, was  well  considered  by  Mr.  Justice  Bogkes,  in  (hn- 
roe  agt.  The  National  Protection  Insurance  Oonipany  (10  How. 
408).  His  examination  of  these  questions  led  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  a  corporation  created  under  the  laws  of  this  state  is 
to  be  deemed  a  resident  of  the  state,  and  that  the  place  of  its 
))usiness  was  to  be  deemed  the  place  of  its  residence.  In  these 
positions  I  do  not  hesitate  to  concur. 

For  the  purposes  of  an  action,  a  corporation  is  to  be  deemed 
not  only  as  a  person,  but  a  resident  or  anon-resident,  according 
to  the  source  from  which  it  derives  its  existence.  It  is  a  resi- 
dent if  created  by  the  laws  of  this  state.  If  by  the  laws  of 
another  state  or  government,  a  non-resident  When  it  is  to 
be  treated  as  a  resident^  being  incapable  from  its  nature  of 
having  a  domicil,  its  place  of  residence  must  be  ascertained  by 
its  place  of  business.  If  it  have  several  places  of  business,  it 
must  also  be  deemed  to  have  several  places  of  residence. 

In  this  case  the  defendants  were  authorized  to  construct  a 
railroad  from  New- York  to  Albany.  They  were  carriers  of 
passengers  between  those  places.  They  received  passengers  as 
well  as  freight  at  Albany,  to  be  transported  from  Albany  to 
New- York,  and  the  intermediate  places.  It  is  true  that  they 
transported  their  passengers  out  of  the  county  of  Albany  by 
means  of  a  ferry-boat,  and  not  a  railroad  track ;  but  they  are 
not,  for  this  reason,  any  the  less  carriers  of  passengers  or  en- 
gaged in  business  in  Albany.  The  principal  business  of  the 
defendants  is  transacted  in  New-York,  and  yet  they  have  a 
place  of  business  in  Albany,  where  they  receive  from  passen- 
gers their  fare,  and  agree  to  transport  them  and  their  baggage 
from  Albany  to  the  different  places  along  the  line  of  their  rail- 
road. 

These  facts,  in  my  judgment,  constitute  the  defendants,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  question  involved  in  this  motion,  residents 
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of  the  oouBty  of  Albany.    The  venue  was,  therefore,  properly 
laid  in  that  county. 

The  motion  must  be  denied.    The  coete  of  opposing  the 
motion  are  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit 


NEW-TOBK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
HoBABT  Ondebdonk  agt  James  Emmons  and  GBOsaE 

KUHK. 

On  an  appeal  from  the  marine  and  district  oooits  to  the  common  pleas  in  the 
dty  of  New- York,  the  undertaking  required  by  section  364  (as  aathorized  bj 
an  amendment  in  1868),  to  render  the  appeal  effectual  in  any  case,  and  for  the 
costs,  disbursements  and  extra  costs  in  the  court  below,  and  the  costs  and 
damages  awarded  against  the  appellant  upon  the  appeal,  on  affirmance  of  the 
Judgment,  was  designed  to  be  a  distinct  and  different  undertaking  flrom,  anA 
not  intended  as  a  substitute  for,  the  undertaking  to  be  given  to  stay  execution, 
required  by  sections  366  and  366. 

The  latter  undertaking  embraces  whatever  is  included  in  the  judgment  bebw,  or 
which  may  remain  due  after  the  return  of  the  execution  which  has  been  issued 
upon  it  The  former  undertaking  extends  only  to  the  oosts^  disbursements 
and  extra  oosts  which  form  a  part  of  the  judgment  in  the  court  below,  and  the 
oosts  and  damages  awarded  against  the  appellant  upon  the  affirmance  of  the 
judgment  by  the  court 

Where  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  merely  affi/rmed  by  the  appellate  courts 
the  undertaking  given  under  section  364  does  not  authorize  the  amount  of  thft 
judgment  given  in  the  court  below  to  be  included  as  daanagea  in  the  judgment 
entered  in  the  appellate  court,  and  execution  thereon.  All  that  the  respond- 
ent is  entitled  to  enforce  in  the  appellate  court,  on  such  affirmance,  is,  the 
amount  of  the  costs  and  disbursements  and  extra  costs  included  in  the  judg- 
ment below,  and  the  costs  of  the  appeal 

There  may  be  cases  in  which  damages  may  be  awarded  against  the  appellant  hf 
the  appellate  court,  upon  affirmance,  as  provided  by  the  undertaking  under 
section  354,  but  an  ordinary  case  of  affirmance,  merely,  does  not  indude  them. 

New 'York  General  Term,  July,  1859. 
Daly,  BuadTi  and  Hlim)N,  Judges. 

Bj  the  court— Daly,  First  Judge.    This  judgment  irm 
erroneous.    Before  the  amendment  of  1858,  no  undertaking 
Vol.  XVn.  35 
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was  neceesary  upon  an  appeal,  unless  the  appellant  desiied  a 
stay  of  execution,  nor  would  an  appeal  stay  an  execution, 
unless  an  undertaking  was  given  puisuant  to  section  856. 
{Conway  agt.  Hiichins,  9  Barb.  878.)  By  the  amendment 
cf  1858,  it  was  declared  that  an  appeal  should  he  ineffect- 
ual, unless  the  appelant  deposited  with  the  derk  of  this 
court  the  costs,  disbursements,  and  extra  costs  embraced  in 
the  judgment  appealed  from,  together  with  $X5  to  meet  any 
costs  that  might  be  awarded  against  him,  in  this  courts  upon 
the  appeal,  or  if  such  deposit  was  not  made,  unless  he  should 
execute  an  undertaking  to  the  effect  that  he  would,  in  the  erent 
of  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment  by  the  court,  pay  all  costB^ 
disbursements,  and  extra  costs  that  had  been  awarded  against 
'  him  in  the  court  below,  together  with  all  costs  and  damages 
that  might  be  awarded  against  him  upon  the  appeal  in  this 
court  The  object  of  this  provision  is  very  plain.  Before  its 
enactment,  the  prevailing  party  in  the  court  below  had  no 
security  for  the  costs  incurred  by  the  appeal,  but  was  left  to 
collect  them  by  an  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment  of 
affirmance  in  this  court  If  an  undertaking  was  given  to  slay 
execution,  that  imdertaking  covered  them,  as  the  sureties  un- 
dertook to  pay  any  amount  remaining  unsatisfied  upon  the 
return  of  an  execution,  issued  upon  a  judgment  rendered 
against  him,  but  unless  there  was  such  an  imdertaking,  they 
were  not  secured  to  the  party  who  had  recovered  the  judgm^it 
in  the  court  below.  He  might  go  on  and  collect  the  judgment 
in  the  court  below,  and  if  it  was  afterwards  reversed,  the  ap- 
pellate court  would  order  him  to  restore  what  he  had  collected, 
with  interest  from  the  time  of  payment  or  collection.  This 
provision  for  an  undertaking  or  a  deposit,  to  render  the  appeal 
in  any  case  effectual,  is  a  security  not  only  for  the  costs  upcm 
the  appeal,  but  also  for  costs  and  disbursements,  incurred  in 
obtaining  the  judgment  in  the  court  below.  It  does  not  ope- 
rate as  a  stay  of  execution,  for  the  355th  and  866th  sections 
were  left  unchanged  when  this  amendment  was  made,  and 
they  declare  that  if  the  appellant  desire  a  stay  of  execution,  he 
shaU  give  the  undertaking  provided  for  in  the  856th  section. 
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It  is  fair  to  assume  that  if  it  was  the  intention  of  the  l^isla- 
ture  that  the  new  undertaking  should  be  a  substitute  for  the 
former  one,  and  should  operate  as  a  stay  of  proceedings,  that 
they  would  have  repealed  the  two  sections  referred  to,  but  as 
they  suffered  them  to  remain,  we  must  take  the  three  sections 
together,  and  taking  them  together,  it  is  observable  that  the 
two  undertakings  differ.  In  the  new  one,  the  liability  of  the 
sureties  is  fixed  for  the  costs,  disbursements,  and  extra  costs  in 
the  court  below,  and  the  costs  and  damages  awarded  against 
the  appellant,  upon  the  appeal,  the  moment  the  judgment  is 
affirmed.  In  the  other  or  former  undertaking,  the  sureties  are 
not  liable,  unless  an  execution  upon  a  judgment  entered  against 
the  appellant  is  returned  unsatisfied,  when  they  are  liable  for 
the  amount  which  may  remain  unsatisfied.  In  one  case  the 
return  of  an  execution  is  essential,  before  they  can  be  charged. 
In  the  other,  their  undertaking  or  promise  is  qualified  by  no 
such  condition.  As  there  is  this  difference,  then,  and  as  the 
865th  section  is  imperative  that  the  undertaking  provided  for 
in  the  356th  section  must  be  given  to  stay  execution,  it  se^ns 
to  follow  that  the  new  undertaking,  provided  for  in  the  amend- 
ment of  the  854th  section,  was  designed  to  be  a  distinct  and 
different  undertaking,  and  not  intended  as  a  substitute  for  the 
other. 

As  the  new  undertaking  must  be  given  to  render  the  appeal 
effectual  in  any  case ;  and  the  other,  if  the  appellant  wishes  to 
stay  the  execution,  it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  the  exact  extent 
and  scope  of  the  two  instruments.  As  respects  the  latter  one, 
there  is  no  difficulty,  as  it  covers  any  amount  unsatisfied,  after 
the  return  of  an  execution  upon  a  judgment  entered  against 
the  aj^llant  As  it  stays  the  issuing  of  an  execution  upon  the 
judgment  below,  or  all  farther  proceedings,  if  one  has  been 
issued,  thus  preventing  a  return  until  the  judgment  of  the 
appellate  court  has  been  given  {Smith  agt  A&n,  2  K  D.  Smithy 
259),  it  embraces  whatever  is  included  in  the  judgment  below, 
or  which  may  remain  due  after  the  return  of  the  execution, 
which  has  been  issued  upou  it.  The  new  undertaking,  how- 
ever, extends  only  to  the  costs,  disbursements^  and  extra  costs 
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irHich  fonn  a  part  of  the  judgment  in  the  court  belo^,  and  ibe 
costs  and  damages  awarded  against  the  appellant,  npon  the 
affirmance  of  the  judgment  by  the  court.  If  the  jadgment  is 
simply  affirmed,  costs  are  and  must  be  awarded  to  the  respond- 
ent {Logue  agt.  QiUick^  1  E.  D,  Smithy  898),  and  they  are  col- 
lectable by  an  execution  issued  upon  the  jadgment  of  the 
appellate  court,  or  may  now  be  obtained  by  an  action  upon 
the  new  undertaking,  which  the  appellant  is  in  every  case 
required  to  give.  If  no  undertaking  has  been  given  to  stay 
execution,  under  sections  855  and  856,  the  respondent  pro- 
ceeds and  enforces  his  judgment  by  execution  in  the  court 
below,  and  if  one  has  been  given,  the  stay  is  at  an  end,  upon 
the  affirmance  of  the  judgment  by  the  court,  and  he  is  then  at 
liberty  to  proceed  with  his  execution  in  the  court  below,  and 
enforce  that  judgment  The  costs  awarded  to  him  npon  the 
appeal,  he  obtains  by  an  execution  in  the  court,  or  by  an  action 
against  the  sureties,  who  have  became  bound  for  their  pay- 
ment But  this  new  undertaking  embraces,  also,  damages^ 
which  may  be  awarded  against  the  appellant  upon  the  affirm- 
ance of  the  judgment,  and  it  appears  in  this  case  that  the  judg- 
ment entered  in  this  court  upon  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  after  reciting  that  the  respondent  recovered 
judgment  in  the  court  below  for  $230  damages  and  costs,  and 
that  the  judgment  so  recovered  was  duly  affirmed  by  this  court 
at  general  term,  then  declares  that  it  is  adjudged  that  the 
appellant  do  recover  $280,  the  amount  of  said  judgment, 
together  with  $15.16  for  the  costs  and  disbursements  upon  the 
appeal,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  $246.16.  It  is  insisted  that 
there  is  an  award  of  $280  damages  against  the  appellant  upon 
the  affirmance  of  the  judgment,  which  is  embraced  in  the  un- 
dertaking given  by  the  defendants,  under  the  854th  section. 
I  do  not  so  regard  it  This  is  simply  a  judgment  of  affirmance. 
It  appears  that  the  general  term  merely  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  which  would  not  authorize  an  execution 
to  be  issued  in  this  court,  upon  the  judgment  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  any  sum  but  the  $15.16  costs  and  disbursements 
upon  the  appeal.    For  all  that  appears  in  this  case,  the  judg 
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ment  below  may  have  been  paid  and  satisfied  before  it  was 
a£Srmed« 

But  we  are  asked  what  is  meant^  in  this  new  undertaking, 
bj  dami^ges  which  may  be  awarded  agaigst  the  appellant  upon 
the  affirmance  of  the  judgment,  the  answer  to  which  is,  that 
there  may  be  cases  in  which  it  is  necessary,  and  in  which  this 
court  is  empowered,  to  render  judgment  against  the  appellant, 
to  be  enforced  as  a  judgment  of  this  court,  for  a  sum  beyond 
the  costs  of  the  appeal,  as  for  instance,  under  section  870, 
where,  if  a  recovery  be  had  by  one  party  and  costs  be  award- 
ed to  the  other,  we  are  required,  as  the  appellate  court,  to  set 
off  the  one  against  the  other,  and  render  judgment  for  the  bal* 
ance,  which  would  necessarily  be  enforced  as  a  judgment  of 
this  court,  and  if  the  balance  was  against  the  appellant,  it 
would,  in  the  language  of  this  new  undertaking,  be  an  award- 
ing of  damages  against  him  upon  appeal  All  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  recover  below  was  $20.16.  That  is,  $5  for  the  costs, 
disbursements,  and  extra  costs  included  in  the  judgment  below, 
and  $15. 16  costs  of  the  appeal.  For  that  amount  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed,  and  reversed  as  to  the  residue. 


SUPREME  COUBT. 

Js  THE  Mattkk  of  Thb  North  Amebican  GtJTTA  Peroha 
Company,  a  dissolved  corporation,  on  the  petition  of  Joseph 
Noble  and  others. 

Whefe  a  Oter^f  has  made  a  levy  npon  property  which  eabeeqnently  oomes  into 
the  hands  of  a  receiver^  it  is  for  the  sheriff  to  enforce  sach  levy,  and  he  is  enti- 
tled to  the  poflseBsion  of  the  property  for  that  purpose.  The  receiver  takes  it 
subject  to  all  existing  equities  and  liens. 

If  the  receiver  has  taken  poasession  of  the  property  thus  levied  on,  and  sold  the 
same,  he  is  bound  to  account  to  the  sheriff  £br  the  proceedn 

New^Tork  General  Term,  May,  1859. 

The  petitioners,  Joseph  Noble,  BamabaB  Hammet^  and  Asa 
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Packer,  recovered  two  judgmenta  against  "  The  North  Ameri- 
can Gutta  Percha  Company,"  a  corporation  created  under  the 
lawa  of  this  state :  one  on  the  18th  day  of  August,  185S,  for 
the  sum  of  $617.28,  in  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New- 
York,  and  the  other  on  the  4th  day  of  September,  1858,  for 
$613.75,  in  the  supreme  court 

These  judgments  were  docketed  in  the  county  clerk's  office, 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New-York,  previous  to  the  6th  day 
of  September,  1858. 

On  the  6th  day  of  September,  1858,  an  execution  on  each 
of  these  judgments  was  issued  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of 
the  city  and  county  of  New- York. 

On  the  10th  day  of  September,  1858,  the  sheriff;  by  his 
deputy  Cornell,  by  virtue  of  these  executions,  levied  upon 
property  of  the  said  corporation,  in  the  store  No.  144  Broad- 
way, its  place  of  business,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  executions; 
that  he  notified  the  president  of  said  corporation  of  the  levy^ 
made  a  mejiaorandum  thereof  on  the  executions,  and  left  such 
property  in  said  store  in  care  of  the  officers  of  said  corpo- 
ration. 

On  the  16th  day  of  October,  1858,  the  corporation  was  dis- 
solved, and  Edward  S.  Innes  appointed  receiver  by  this  courts 
on  the  application  of  Bliss  and  Brown,  judgment  creditors 
with  an  executiou,  returned  unsatisfied.  The  receiver,  on  No- 
vember 12th,  1858,  took  possession  of  the  said  store,  No.  144 
Broadway,  and  of  the  property  so  levied  upon,  by  virtue  of 
such  executions,  and  soon  after  sold  such  property,  and  hasie- 
oeived  and  now  holds  the  proceeds  to  an  amount  more  than 
sufficient  to  pay  the  execuciona.  Neither  the  petitioners  nor 
sheriff  had  any  notice  of  the  appointment  of  such  receiver, 
until  after  he  had  sold  the  property,  when  he  declined  to  re- 
cognize the  rights  of  the  petitioners. 

The  petitioners  applied  at  special  term,  on  notioe  to  the  re- 
ceiver, for  an  order,  ^t  he  pay  the  amount  of  their  ezeoor 
tions  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  by  him,  of  the  property 
levied  upon ;  that  application  was  denied,  and  thereupon  the 
petiticmers  brought  this  appeal 
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Nblsok  SUTrUj/brpetiUanera. 
'  L  The  levy  made  by  deputy-sheriff  Cornell  was  sufficient 
The  property  levied  upon  was  present,  and  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  officer ;  and  he  then  notified  the  president  of  the 
judgment  debtor  that  he  levied,  and,  thereupon,  made  a  mem- 
orandum of  such  levy  oft  the  executions.  Manual  interfer- 
ence with  the  property  was  not  necessary.  {Barker  agt  Bin* 
ninger,  4  Kern.  270 ;  Green  agt  Burhe,  28  Wend.  490.) 

IL  The  levy  gave  the  petitioners  a  vested  right  in  the 
property  levied  upon,  which  could  not  be  defeated  or  preju- 
diced by  the  appointment  of  the  receiver.  A  receiver  is  the 
officer  of  the  court  {Edwards  on  Receivers^  8)  appointed  to  re* 
ceive  and  hold  the  thing  in  controversy  for  whoever  can  make 
out  a  tide  to  it  {Postman  agt  MiUs,  8  L.  J.  {K  S.)  Ch.  161 ; 
Delaney  agt  Mdnsjidd^  1  Uogari^  234.)  He  represents  the  in- 
terests of  all  concerned  {Iddings  agt  Bruen^  4  Sand.  Ch.  417), 
and  is  in  no  case  regarded  as  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. {Receivers  agt  PaUerson  Gas  Light  Company^  8 
Zabr.  288 ;  Matter  of  Hopper,  5  Paige,  489.)  He  takes  the 
property  (in  some  respects  like  a  general  assignee),  subject  to 
aU  existing  equities  and  liens,  {Coming  agt  White,  2  Paige, 
567 ;  Leger  agt  Banvioffe,  2  Barb.  47 o ;  Addison  and  others  agt 
Buckmyer  and  others,  4  Sand.  Ch.  498.)  But  his  possession, 
bdng  the  possession  of  the  court  itself,  will  not  be  permitted  to 
be  disturbed  without  special  leave.  {Brooks  agt  Greathead,  1 
Jac.  S  Walker,  178 ;  Angd  agt  Smith,  9  Ves.  335.)  Not  even 
by  a  person  having  a  superior  right  {Nbe  agt  Gibson,  7  Puige, 
518.) 

IIL  The  proper  course  for  a  third  party,  claiming  a  right  to 
I  property  in  the  possession  of  a  receiver,  is  to  apply  to  the  court 
{Angel  agt  Smith,  9  Ves.  886),  when  the  court  will  examine 
and  decide  the  matter,  or  refer  it  tp  a  referee  to  hear  and  re- 
port thereon.  The  latter  course  is  the  more  usual.  {Noe  agt 
Gibson,  7  Paige,  518,  515;  Vincent  agt  Parker,  7  Paige,  65 ; 
Diaxm  agt.  Smith,  1  Swans.  457 ;  ^n^e^agt  Smith,  9  Ves.  885 ; 
Aston  agt  Heron,  2  Myl  Jc  K.  890,  897 ;  Jfo^^  of  Heller^  8 
Paige,  199.) 
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lY.  The  proceeds  of  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  reoeiT- 
^  is  a  trust  fdnd  standing  in  the  place  of  the  property.     (2* 
Story's  Eq.  Jut.  %  1210 ;  Tayhra  agt.  Pbimer,  8  M.  A  Sdw. 
562,  674.) 

Y.  This  was  an  application  invoking  the  equitahle  powers 
of  the  courts  for  relief  in  respect  to  property  held  by  its  own 
officer^  and  was  properly  made  by  the  petitioneiSt  without 
the  presence  of  the  sheriff. 

1.  The  petitioners  are  the  real  parties  in  interest 

2.  The  sheriff  has  no  direct  interest  in  the  object  of  the  ap- 
plication. His  fees  on  the  executions  do  not  give  him  an  in- 
terest ;  they  are  a  mere  incident;  he  could  not  sell  the  judg- 
ment debtor's  property  for  them  alone  {Jackson  agt  Arkdermmj 
4  Wend.  479),  but  might  look  to  the  party  or  attorney.  The 
only  interest  he  had,  if  any,  is  merely  auxiliary  to  that  of  the 
petitioners.  It  is  true  that  at  law  {Code^  %  118)  he  would  be 
the  proper  party  (first  obtaining  the  leave  of  the  court)  to  bring 
an  action  against  the  receiver  to  recover  for  the  property  levied 
upon,  but  upon  a  recovery  being  had,  it  would  result  to  the 
benefit  of  the  petitioners,  and  the  receiver  would  be  allowed  to 
pay  the  amount  out  of  the  identical  funds  in  his  hands^  sought 
to  be  reached  herein.  Again,  the  petitioners  may  work  out 
tiieir  right  to  the  relief  they  ask,  in  this  wise ;  the  sheriff  was 
bound  to  obey  their  instructions,  and  may  be  treated  as  their 
agent  in  making  the  levy  {^Galion  agt  Oamp^  1  Wend.  868; 
Jackson  agt  Andersm,  4  Wend.  479,  480 ;  WtZhitf  5  E^pnfy 
Jut.  604,  605,  and  case^  died),  and  the  levy  may  be  treated  as 
a  security  held  by  the  sheriff  in  trust,  for  their  benefit,  thereby 
letting  in  the  doctrine  that  the  creditor  is  entitled  in  equity  to 
all  securities  held  for  his  benefit  or  in  aid  of  his  claim.  {PraU 
agt  Adams,  T Paige,  627;  OutUs  agt  Tyler,  9 Paige,  435.) 

The  order  appealed  firom  should  be  reversed,  and  the  prayer 
of  the  petition  granted,  or  in  case  the  receiver  desires  to  con- 
test the  claim  further,  a  reference  ordered  to  report  the  £M}ta. 
{Aulhorities  to  III  Point.) 

Albsbt  QAXDOio,farTeoeiveT. 
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By  the  court — ^Daties,  Justice.  A  motioQ  was  made  at  ihe 
'special  term  for  an  order  upon  the  receiver,  appointed  on  ihe 
dUissolution  of  the  above  named  corporation,  to  pay  to  the  peti« 
tioners,  Noble,  Hammett  and  Packer,  two  judgments,  recovered 
by  them  against  ilie  corporation.  It  appears  from  this  petition, 
that  such  judgments  were  recovered  and  executions  issued,  and, 
as  they  allege,  levies  made,  before  the  appointment  of  the  re* 
ceiver.  They  also  allege  that  the  receiver  has  taken  posses- 
sion of  the  property  levied  on,  and  sold  the  same,  and  has  the 
proceeds  in  his  hands. 

This  application  was  made  by  the  plaintifb  in  the  judgmentSi 
without  the  sheriff  joining  therein,  and  on  the  denial  of  ihe 
receiver,  that  any  such  levy  had  been  made,  and  an  averment 
that  the  judgments  had  been  coUusively  obtained,  the  judge  at 
special  term  denied  the  motion  without  prejudice  to  the  right 
of  the  sheriff  to  make  any  motion  he  may  be  advised.  From 
this  order  an  appeal  has  been  taken. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  receiver  took  ihe  property, 
sulgect  to  all  existing  equities  and  liens.  Whatever  liena 
were  acquired  on  the  property  at  the  time  of  his  appointment^ 
may,  by  the  permission  of  the  court,  be  enforced,  and  no  suit 
or  proceeding  can  be  instituted  against  the  receiver,  bult  by 
the  permission  of  the  court  {Noe  agt.  Oibaon^  7  PaigSy  618.) 
If  the  sheriff  had  made  a  levy  on  ihe  property  which  subse* 
quently  came  into  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  it  is  for  him  to 
enforce  that  levy.  He  is  entitled  to  collect  the  money  and  ap- 
ply it  on  ihe  execution,  if  the  levy  was  made.  It  is  his  duty 
so  to  do.  If  the  officer  of  this  court  has  taken  possession  ot 
the  property  thus  levied  on,  and  sold  the  same,  he  is  bound  to 
account  to  the  sheriff  for  the  proceeds. 

As  the  order  appealed  from  is  made  without  pr^udice  to 
the  rights  of  the  sheriff  to  miake  such  application  to  this  court 
as  he  may  be  advised,  we  see  no  reason  for  disturbing  it.  The 
sheriff  is  the  party  entitled  to  the  possesion  of  the  goods  levied 
on  by  him,  and,  if  by  order  of  this  court,  and  through  its  offi- 
oer,  these  goods  have  been  converted  into  money,  it  follows 
that  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to  such  proceeds. 

The  order  appealed  from  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
Bachs  agt  Lawbencb  &  Tuthill. 

▲  defendant  whose  domidl  is  in  New^eraejf  where  he  spends  all  his  time  ex- 
0^  daring  the  bosineas  hours  of  the  daj,  is  not  a  resident  of  this  state,  thoogfa 
his  bosiness  is  in  New- York,  and  he  is  daily  and  habitaallj  in  Kew-Tork 
from  seven  o'clock  in  the  morning  to  seven  o'clock  in  the  evening,  and  thoogh 
he  keeps  his  bank  aocoont  in  New- York,  and  his  propertjr  may  be  attached. 

New-  York  Special  Term^  December^  1857. 

Motion  to  set  aside  an  attachment  The  defendant  Tuthill 
is  a  member  of  a  mercantile  firm  whose  place  of  business  is  in  the 
city  of  New- York,  where  they  keep  their  bank  account^  and 
where  they  transact  all  their  business.  The  defendant's  fiunilj 
reside  in  Hoboken,  New- Jersey.  His  daily  habit  is  to  leave  Ho- 
boken  at  seven  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  to  go  directly  to 
New- York,  where  he  remains  at  the  store  of  the  firm  of  which 
he  is  a  member* till  seven  o'clock  in  the  evening,  when  he 
returns  to  Iloboken.  He  spends  his  Sundays  in  Hoboken. 
^  The  plaintiff  had  obtained  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the 
property  of  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  a 
resident  of  the  state.  On  the  fore^ing  fisu^ts^  a  motion  was 
made  to  set  aside  the  attachment 

H.  M.  Whitehead,  >r  (he  motion,  cited  Toumersig^  OhwA 
(2  AbboO,  299). 

James  B.  Bbinsmabe  opposed  the  motion,  upon  the  Mow 
ing  grounds : 

1.  The  syUabua  of  the  reporter  in  the  case  of  Tovmer  agt 
Church  does  not  correctly  state  the  decision  of  the  court  It  is 
the  mere  ohiier  diclum  of  Justice  Cowles.  In  that  case,  the 
defendant  was  held,  by  the  court,  to  be  a  resident  because  be 
kept  rooms  in  the  city  of  New- York,  where  he  lodged  every 
night  except  Saturday  and  Sunday  nights,  in  addition  to  his 
making  New* York  his  sole  place  of  business. 
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2*  In  Ihwner  agt.  Church  it  was  said,  that  if  the  oonvene  of 
the  &Gt8  were  tiue,  the  defendant  would  dearly  not  be  a  resi- 
dent ;  ergo,  he  must  be  a  resident  In  the  case  in  question,  if 
the  conyerae  of  the  Acts  were  true,  the  defendant  would  clearly 
be  a  resident ;  ergo,  he  must  be  not  a  resident,  if  the  logic  be 
correct 

8.  Keeping  a  bank  account  in  New*»York  does  not  make 
one  a  resident  Bank  accounts  are  kept  by  merchants  where 
they  can  obtain  the  readiest  accommodations  in  the  way  of 
discounts.  Hundreds  of  New- York  merchants  keep  bank 
accounts  in  Jersey  City,  and  do  not  themselves  cross  the  ferry 
once  a  month. 

4.  The  daily  habit  of  coming  to  New-York  to  buy  and  sell 
dry  goods  does  not  make  one  a  resident  If  it  did,  there 
would  have  to  be  a  fixed  rule  as  to  the  number  of  days  he 
must  come  and  the  number  of  hours  he  must  remain.  The 
word  resident  implies,  necessarily,  an  abode,  a  dwelling. 

6.  It  is  true  that  one  may  have  his  domicil  in  one  place  and 
his  residence  in  another,  but  that  is  only  when  he  does  not 
abide,  dwell,  or  live  at  his  domicil. 

6.  The  object  of  the  Code  is  not  merely  to  furnish  a  means 
of  commencing  an  action,  where  it  cannot  be  commenced  by 
personal  service  of  the  summons,  for, 

Ist  In  the  majority  of  cases  where  an  attachment  is  issued, 
the  defendant  is  actually  served  within  the  state,  and  there  is 
no  provision  that  the  attachment  shall  be  set  aside  in  case  the 
summons  is  or  can  be  served,  as  there  would  be  if  the  object 
of  the  statute  were  as  supposed 

2d.  In  the  same  section  of  the  Code  (229)  the  same  process 
is  given,  in  .the  same  terms,  against  a  foreign  corporation,  and 
the  foreign  corporation  and  the  "not  a  resident"  are  exactly 
,  on  the  same  footing  as  to  the  object  of  the  statute.  Now,  it 
is  notorious  that,  as  a  general  rule,  a  foreign  corporation 
never  has  property  within  this  state,  unless  it  has  an  officer  or 
managing  agent  here  to  take  (diarge  of  it ;  and  the  service 
upon  such  officer  or  agent  is  good  service  on  the  corporation. 
But» 
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BJgDey  agt  Tallmadge. 

7.  It  is  respectftilly  submitted  that  the  object  of  the  Ck>de  is 
not  in  this  case  a  legitimate  subject  of  inquiiy.  Wheie 
there  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  statute,  it  is  not  within  the  piOT- 
ince  of  the  court  to  speculate  about  the  intentions  of  the  l^is- 
lature. 

BoosEVXi/ri  Justice.  The  motion  to  set  aade  the  attachment 
is  denied. 


SUPBEME  COUBT. 


Thohas  Bigney  agt  Samuel  W.  Tallkadqe. 

Where  a  comteywioe  of  real  estate  is  made  absolute  on  its  face,  but  in  finctfbr  fbs 
purpoee  of  secority^  to  the  grantee,  as  a  bona  fide  creditor,  the  law  does  not 
hM  such  a  conyeyanoe  fraudulent ;  and  the  making  of  it,  where  the  object  is 
shown  to  be  one  which  can  be  sustuned,  cannot  be  declared  to  be  evidenoeof 
a  fimidulent  intent  as  to  other  creditors. 

Where  a  motion  is  made  to  set  aside  an  attachment,  and  pending  the  motion  the 
plaintiff  procures  a  report  of  a  referee,  to  whom  the  action  had  been  referred, 
in  his  fiivor,  finding  that  the  transfer  of  property  by  the  defendant  was  AandiF 
lent,  suoh  report  oan  have  no  effect  or  control  in  the  decision  of  the  motion. 

*nie  mora  neglect  to  defend  an  action  brought  against  a  debtor,  without  showing 
fimud  and  coUnsion  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient eyidenoe  to  declare  the  judgment  fraudulent,  so  as  to  authorize  an  attadi- 
ment  against  the  defiondaat  by  other  creiUtors. 

New  -  York  Special  Term,  September,  1859. 

This  case  came  before  the  court  on  defendant's  motion  to 
discharge  an  attachment  which  the  plaintiff  had  obtained 
against  him. 

Inorahah,  Justice.  An  attachment  was  issued  in  this  case 
against  the  defendant,  Tallmadge^  upon  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  had  disposed  of  his  property  with  the  intent  to  de- 
fiiaud  his  oreditois.    The  plaintiff  by  affidayit^  proved  seveial 
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transfers  of  property  which,  as  stated  bj  him,  warranted  the 
conclusion  that  such  transfers  were  made  with  such  fraudulent 
intent  Since  that  attachment  was  issued,  the  plaintiff  has  ob- 
tained from  the  referee,  to  whom  the  action  was  referred,  a 
report  in  bis  favor  for  a  large  amount 

This  motion  to  set  aside  the  attachment  was  made  before 
such  report  was  obtained,  and  must  be  decided  irrespective  of 
the  findings  of  the  referee. 

The  alleged  fraudulent  transfers  of  property,  in  which  the 
attachment  was  issued,  were  to  Andrew  Harder  and  James  G. 
Cook,  and  the  plaintiff  also  avers  that  the  defendant  suffered 
judgments  to  be  recovered  against  him  for  the  same  purpose. 
The  allegations  as  to  the  judgments  were  not  considered  suffi- 
cient at  the  time  to  warrant  the  attachment.,  and,  of  course,  at 
this  time  it  is  unnecessary  to  examine  those  allegations  further. 
It  is  enough  1k>  say  that  a  mere  neglect  to  defend  actions 
brought  against  a  debtor  without  showing  fraud  and  collusion 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant^  would  not  be  sufficient  for 
such  a  purpose.  No  such  evidence  exists  in  this  case,  and  I 
suppose  those  facts  were  only  alleged  for  the  purpose  of  add- 
ing weight  to  the  other  charges  made  against  the  defendant 

On  this  motion  the  defendant  has  furnished  evidence  to  dis- 
prove the  supposed  fraudulent  acts  set  out  in  the  plaintiff's 
affidavits. 

In  regard  to  the  conveyance  to  Harder,  he  shows  that  Har- 
der and  others  became  sureties  for  the  defendant  to  an  amount 
exceeding  $6,000,  received  irom  him  a  mortgage  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  them  against  any  loss  thereby,  which  was  so 
,  expressed  in  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  conveyance  referred 
to  was  executed  to  secure  Harder  against  other  undertakings 
which  he  had  entered  into  to  a  considerable  amount  Harder 
expressly  denies  any  fraudulent  motive  and  avers  that  he  holds 
the  same  solely  as  such  security,  and  in  all  other  respects  that 
the  same  is  subject  to  the  claims  of  Tallmadge  and  his  credit- 
ors. These  allegations  are  sustained  by  the  affidavits  of  Joel 
D.  Smith,  another  surety  for  the  defendant^  and  who  was  to 
be  protected  by  such  convey anoo. 
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The  oonveyance  to  Cook  is  shown  to  have  been  made  for 
the  purpose  of  secnring  a  claim  which  the  Union  Bank  of  Al- 
bany had  against  Talknadge,  and  the  reasons  for  making  the 
conveyance  to  Cook,  who  was  the  attorney  and  counsel  for  the 
bank,  are  also  explained  in  the  said  affidavit  These  £m^  are 
set  forth  in  an  affidavit  made  by  Cook,  and  all  the  statements^ 
as  made  by  Harder  and  Cook,  are  also  sworn  toby  TallmadgOi 
and  all  allegations  of  fraudalent  intent  are  denied  by  him. 

I  cannot,  on  carefully  examing  these  papers^  avoid  the  con* 
elusion  that  these  affidavits  on  tiie  part  of  the  defendant  aie 
sufficient  to  rebut  any  presumption  of  fraudulent  intent  aria- 
ing  from  the  matters  set  out  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavitsL  I 
think  they  show  that  the  conveyances  were  made  for  an  hon- 
est purpose,  and  although  it  would  l^ve  been  better  to  have 
made  the  conveyances  so  as  to  show  on  the  £eu»  of  them  the 
purpose  for  which  they  were  made — still,  the  law  does  not  hold 
such  conveyances  to  be  fraudulent ;  and  if  not^  the  making  of 
them,  where  the  object  is  shown  to  be  one  which  can  be 
sustained,  cannot  be  declared  to  be  evidence  of  a  fraudulent 
intent  as  to  other  creditora 

Many  of  the  matters  stated  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  aie 
alleged  to  be  on  information  and  belie£  These  are  disproved 
by  the  positive  allegations  of  the  defendant,  and  cannot,  there- 
fore, furnish  any  ground  for  continuing  the  attachment 

While,  however,  I  have  aimed  at  the  conclusion  to  discharge 
the  attachment,  I  think  the  plaintiff  should  be  protected  against 
any  action  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  for  issuing  the  sama 
The  defendant  by  his  acts  gave  some  cause  of  suspicion  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  would  have  been  avoided  if  the  oonveyanosB 
had  shown  upon  their  fioe  the  object  for  which  they  were  exe- 
cuted. 

In  granting  the  motion  I  shall  require  the  defendant  to 
stipulate  not  to  brtng  any  action  on  account  of  issuing  the 
attachment,  and  to  be  limited  to  such  redress  as  he  may  be  en* 
titled  to  for  actual  damage  on  the  undertaking  filed  when  the 
attachment  was  granted. 

The  motion  to  dischaige  the  attachment  granted,  with  $10 
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0001s,  ou  the  defendant  stipulating  not  to  sne  for  damages  or 
take  any  proceedings  therefor,  except  upon  the  undertaking 
filed  on  the  issue  of  such  attachment  for  actual  injury  sustained 
thereby. 
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An  tffidavii  to  obtain  a  warrant  of  attachment  mnst  make  oat  a  clear,  ftima 
fade  case.  The  jostioe  must  not  only  be  satisfied  personally,  but  judicially, 
ixgon  legal  prot^. 

The  &ct  of  a  man  doemg  his  store  and  packing  up  bis  goods  until  midnight,  and 
the  store  being  closed  the  next  morning— his  fiEunily  having  been  removed  ibr 
two  days  without  his  neighbors  being  infi>rmed  of  it,  is  not  a  neoeesary  or  pre- 
sumable legal  conclusion  that  he  meant  to  remove  his  property  fix>m  the  ooun^ 
With  the  fraudulent  intent  specified  by  the  statute. 

New  -  York  General  Term^  August^  1859. 
Present,  Dalt,  Bradt,  and  Hilton,  Judges. 
Motion  by  defendant  to  set  aside  an  attachment. 

By  the  court— Daly,  First  Judge.  The  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff  was  insufficient  to  warrant  the  granting  of  an  attach- 
ment The  attachment  was  applied  for  upon  the  ground  that 
the  defendant  was  about  removing  all  his  property  out  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New-York,  with  the  intent  of  defrauding 
the  defendant^  who  was  his  creditor,  and  the  only  facts  sworn 
to  in  the  affidavit  were,  that  the  defendant  closed  up  his  place 
of  business,  on  the  21st  of  October,  1858,  and  immediately 
commenced  packing  up  his  goods,  and  continued  packing  them 
up  until  midnight,  ready  to  be  removed ;  that  his  store  was 
closed  on  the  morning  of  the  following  day,  before  the  war- 
rant issued,  and  that  on  the  preceding  day,  the  20th,  he  re- 
moved his  fiunily,  without  informing  the  defendant  or  his 
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iSiimlj,  who  reside  in  the  same  building,  oyer  the  store.    ThesB 
&ct8  do  not  show  that  the  defendant  was  about  to  remove  hk 
property  from  the  county  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditorBb 
Upon  a  proceeding  of  this  kind,  which  a  defendant  has  no 
opportunity  to  contest  (Fidd  agt  i/cFticar,  6  Johns.  130),  but 
is  left  for  his  remedy  to  the  undertaking  which  the  plaintiff 
gives  upon  obtaining  a  warrant  of  attachment^  the  affidavit 
must' make  out  a  dear  prima  facie  case    The  justioe  has  au- 
thority, in  the  language  of  the  act  {Laws  of  1842,  p.  74),  to 
grant  a  warrant  for  the  attachment  of  the  defendant's  property, 
where  it  shall  satisfactorily  appear  to  the  justice  that  the  de> 
fendant  is  about  to  remove  any  of  his  property  from  the  ooimty. 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.    It  is  not  meant  merely 
that  the  justice  shall  be  personally  satisfied,  but,  in  the  wards 
of  Chief  Justice  Savage,  in  Smith  agt  Luce  (14  WeacL  237^ 
"  he  must  be  SBtia&eCi  judicially,  and  has  no  right  to  be  satisfied 
unless  upon  legal  proof  J"    TUs  case  affords  a  good  illustration 
of  the  necessity  of  requiring  a  strict  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute, to  prevent  an  abuse  of  this  process,  for  the  defendant 
upon  the  return  of  the  attachment  offered  an  affidavit,  which 
the  justice  could  not  receive,  to  show  that  three  or  four  days 
before  the  attachment  issued  he  had  rented  a  store  and  dweQ- 
ing-house  in  another  part  of  the  city,  and  that  he  had  removed 
the  most  of  his  goods  to  the  store,  when  they  were  seized  upon 
the  attachment.    As  the  whole  proceeding  is  ex  parte,  and  the 
defendant  cannot  move  to  discharge  the  attachment  upon 
counter-proof,  the  affidavit  must  disclose  fiicts  from  which  the 
legal  and  logical  conclusion  would  be,  that  the  defendant  meant 
to  remove  property  fix)m  the  county  with  the  fraudulent  intent 
specified  by  the  statute,  and  the  existence  of  any  such  intent^ 
or  of  a  design  to  remove  any  property  from  the  county,  is  not 
a  necessary  or  presumable  legal  conclusion  from  a  man  bdng 
engaged  in  packing  up  the  goods  of  his  store,  having  the  pre- 
vious day  removed  his  family,  which  is  in  substance  all  that 
appears  by  the  affidavit     The  affidavit,  in  accordance  with 
the  ruling  in  numerous  cases,  was  wholly  insufficient     {Con- 
ndl  agt  LasceUes,  20  Wend.  77 ;  Miller  agt  Brinkerhoff,  4  De- 
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mo,  120 ;  MaUer  of  Faulkner,  4  HiO^  598 ;  TaUman  agt  Bigehw, 
10  Wend.  420;  FosJut^A  agt  TTefcA,  11  e/bATW.  175;  Brovm 
agt  Htnchman,  9  id,  75 ;  ^  ^^rfc  Haynes,  18  Tr^Tid.  611 ; 
/SSStn^^r^  agt  Brown,  16  ^ri.  S67 ;  ^pUa  agt  FairchUd,  S 
CbTi^^.  41 ;  (hsieUanoea  agt  Jbne^,  1  &2rf.  164) 

It  is  doubtful,  moreover,  whether  the  warrant  was  su£Bicient, 
as  it  did  not  set  forth  the  ground  upon  which  it  was  issued ; 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon  that  question. 
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K  Francis  &  Becker  agt  Wm.  C.  Boss  and  Oertrubb  SL 
Boss,  his  wife. 

Where  the  oomplahit  alleged  (which  was  admitted  bj  the  deuronrer)  that  the  de- 
fendant, Gertrude,  the  wife  of  the  defendant  William,  made  her  promissorj  note 
to  the  order  of  the  plaintilb,  for  $236.67,  and  delivered  it  to, them  for 
value  received ;  that  the  consideration  was  the  delivery  to  her  of  'a  note  of 
the  defendant  WilUam,  which  was  given  by  hun  in  liqmdatioii  of  the  claim 
of  the  plaintifBi,  for  clothes  fbmished  her  son  Robert  W.  James;  that  at  th« 
time  of  her  giving  the  note,  she  was  the  wife  of  the  defendant  William,  and 
was,  and  still  is,  possessed  in  her  own  right  of  certain  specified  real  estate  hi 
this  city  and  state ;  that  she  gave  the  note  for  the  expreas  purpose  of  charge 
ing^  and  with  the  intent  to  chaige  her  separate  estate,  and  of  creatiDg  a  Uen 
thereon,  for  the  payment  thereof;  and  judgment  demanded,  so  charging  her 
i     estate  with  the  amount  of  the  note. 

BM,  sutBcient  to  entitle  the  plaintUTs  to  judgment,  on  demurrer.  {^Hie  distinc 
Hon  between  (his  009$  and  Tate  BgL  Dederer,  ante,  page  166,  8.  (7. 18  iVI  T.  R 
265,  no^ioedL) 

New-  York  Special  Term,  August,  1869. 
Demurrer  to  complaint 

Hilton,  Judge.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant, 
Gertrude,  the  wife  of  the  defendant  William,  made  her  prom- 
iasoiy  note  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff  for  $226.67,  and  delir- 
ered  it  to  them  for  value  received ;  that  the  consideration  was 

Vol,  XVn.  86 
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the  delivery  to  her  of  a  note  of  the  defendant  "William,  which 
was  given  bj  him  in  liquidation  of  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffi 
for  clothes  furnished  her  son,  Robert  W.  James.  That  at  the 
time  of  her  giving  the  note  she  was  the  wife  of  the  defendant 
William,  and  was  and  still  is  possessed  in  her  own  right  of 
certain  specified  real  estate  in  this  city  and  state,  and  it  is  fur- 
ther alleged  that  she  gave  the  note  for  the  express  purpose  of 
charging  and  with  the  intent  to  charge  her  separate  estate,  and 
of  creating  a  lien  thereon  for  the  payment  thereof. 

Judgment  is  demanded,  so  charging  her  estate  with  the 
amount  of  the  note  which  is  now  held  by  the  plaintiflfe. 

To  this  complaint  the  defendants  have  separately  demurred. 
The  substance  of  both  demurrers  may  be  stated  thus : 

1st.  That  the  defendant  William  is  an  improper  party  to  the 
action. 

2d.  That  the  complaint  shows  no  cause  of  action  against 
either  defendant 

No  objection  was  taken  on  the  argument  to  the  right  of  the 
defendants  then  to  demur  separately,  nor  does  it  appear  why 
they  were  permitted  to  do  so. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances  it  would  not  be  allowed,  as  it 
is  a  generkl  rule,  only  to  be  departed  from  in  special  cases  and 
upon  good  cause  shown,  that  in  an  action  against  husband  and 
wife  the  husband  must  procure  the  joint  answer  of  himself  and 
wife  to  be  put  in.  But,  as  their  separate  answers  cannot  be 
disregarded,  and  can  only  be  stricken  out  upon  motion  to  the 
court  for  the  purpose,  the  plaintife  here,  I  suppose,  must  be 
considered  as  waiving  the  irregularity  by  noticing  the  demur- 
rer for  argument,  and  they  are,  therefore,  to  be  viewed  in  the 
same  aspect  as  if  an  order  allowing  the  defendants  to  answer 
or  demur  separately  had  been  regularly  obtained.  (BiUon  agt 
SeniieU^  4  Simons,  17;  Leaviii  agt.  Chiger,  1  Paige,  ^1;  1 
Barbour  Ch.p.  88,  150,  108;  Eckersm  agt.  VoUmer,  11  How. 
Pr.  R.  42.) 

The  husband  and  wife  are  one  person  in  law,  and  the  very 
being  or  legal  existence  of  the  woman  is  suspended  during  the 
marriage,  or  at  least  is  consolidated  in  that  c^ihe  husband 
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It  was  thus  in  the  time  of  Blackstone  (1  Com.  442),  and  the 
law  has  so  continued  ever  since.    In  Head  agt.  Briscoe  (5  Oar.  x 

Jk  Payne^  484),  it  was  declared  that,  by  the  law  of  England, 
«  yoa  cannot  bring  an  action  against  the  wife  without  join- 
ing the  husband ;"  and  as  the  plaintiff  would  be  without 
lemedj  unless  he  could  be  joined,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive 
upon  what  ground  he  is  to  be  deemed  an  improper  party. 

The  Code  certainly  has  not  changed  this  long  prevailing 
rule,  as  section  114  declares  that,  when  a  married  woman  is  a 
party,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with  her,  except  that  when 
the  action  concerns  her  separate  property  she  may  sue  alone, 
and  when  the  action  is  between  herself  and  husband,  she  may 
8ue  or  be  sued  alone. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  beyond  any  question,  that  the  husband 
is  a  proper  party  defendant. 

"Whether  the  complaint  shows  a  good  cause  of  action  or 
not,  although  not  equally  so  clear  prior  to  the  decision  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  Yah  agt.  Dederer  (18  K  Y.  Rep.  265),  yet, 
by  the  rules  declared  in  that  case,  I  think  it  must  be  deter- 
mined that  the  iEacts  here  alleged  are  sufficient,  when  proved, 
or  admitted  upon  a  demurrer  (which  concedes  all  the  aver- 
ments in  the  pleading  demurred  to  to  be  actually  true),  to  enti- 
tle the  plaintiffs  to  judgment 

Yale  agt  Dederer  was  an  action  to  charge  the  separate  estate 
of  Mrs.  Dederer,  who  was  a  married  woman,  with  the  payment 
of  a  promissory  note  which  she  had  signed  with  her  husband, 
who  was  also  a  party  defendant  (  There  was  no  evidence  that  )*^  ^^•^^  ^«* 
she  intended  to  charge  her  separate  estate  with  its  payment,  J^  k^ZttdM^oK 
or  that  she  derived  any  benefit  from  it)  Nor  was  any  proof  *^^  i  ^  i/l 
given  that  dhe  incurred  the  debt  or  obligation  upon  the  credit 
of  her  separate  estate,  or  covenanted  to  have  its  payment 
charged  upon  it,  except  so  far  as  such  a  presumption  might 
be  derived  from  the  fact  that  her  signature  was  found  to 
the  note.    Indeed,  as  was  said  by  Judge  Harris,  in  deliver- 
ing tlie  opinion  of  the  court,  at  page  285,  the  contrary  was 
proven. 

And  it  was  then  decided,  in  accordance  with  many  previous 
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eases  wlucli  have  arisen  in  this  state  since  the  passage  of  the 
acts  of  1848  and  1849,  generally  denominated  "The  Married 
Women's  Laws,"  that  the  legal  incapacity'  of  married  women 
to  make  contracts  had  been  in  no  way  affected  by  those  laws. 
That  no  personal  remedy  can  now,  any  more  than  formerly, 
be  had  against  her  in  respect  to  any  obligations  she  may  incur, 
either  in  equity  or  at  law ;  but  the  rule  in  equity  stdll  existe 
which  recognizes  a  married  woman's  debt,  and  charges  it  upon 
her  separate  estate,  not  upon  the  ground  that  the  contracting 
of  it  is  of  itself  an  appointment  or  charge,  but  because,  when 
it  is  contracted  an  the  credit  of  the  separate  estate^  or  for  its  ben^ 
or  for  the  benefit  of  the  woman^  it  is  just  that  the  estate  should 
answer  it. 

The  circumstances  under  which  Mrs.  Dederer  was  induoed 
to  give  the  note  not  appearing  in  that  case  {seepage  285),  it  was 
held  that  the  mere  signing  of  the  note  was  not  sufficient  evi* 
dence,  nor,  indeed,  any  evidence  of  an  intention  on  her  part 
to  charge  her  separate  estate  with  its  payment,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  to  the  contrary  was,  th^ore, 
reversed. 

In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  such  omission  or  insufficiency 
of  proof  The  complaint,  as  we  have  seen,  distinctly  allies, 
and  the  defendants,  by  demurring,  admit  the  truth  of  the  ave^ 
ment,  that  the  note  was  given  by  the  defendant,  Gertrude,  for 
the  express  purpose  of  charging,  and  with  the  intent  to  chai]ge 
her  separate  estate  with  its  payment,  and  which,  taken  in  con- 
nection with  the  circumstances  under  and  the  object  for  which 
the  note  was  given,  must,  in  my  opinion,  be  deemed  equivalent 
to  proving  that  the  debt  was  contracted  upon  the  credit  of  her 
separate  estate,  and  with  the  express  intent  of  charging  that 
estate  with  its  payment. 

Nor  can  it,  I  think,  be  said  that  she  or  her  estate  received 
no  benefit  for  the  obligation  thus  incurred.  At  the  time,  there 
was  delivered  up  to  her  the  note  of  her  husband  for  a  like 
amount  given,  in  cancellation  of  a  debt  of  her  son  by  a  former 
znarriage. 

This  was  certainly  some  benefit  received  by  her,  and  oou] 
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with  the  intention  alleged  and  admitted  even,  is  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  plainti£b  to  judgment 

Judgment  for  plaintLflEs  on  the  demnirer  of  both  defendants^ 
with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
KoLLE  agt  The  People. 

la  aimimd  m  in  dyil  caaeS)  it  la  diecretionaiy  with  the  jndge  at  the  trial,  in  yie w 
of  all  the  drcomatancea,  to  permit  further  testimony  to  be  introdaced,  even  in 
&yor  of  the  prosecution,  after  the  summing  np  haa  oommenoed ;  and  no  appeal 
or  writ  of  error  lies  from  such  decision. 

NsW'  York  Oeneral  Term,  June^  1859. 
Writ  of  error  to  general  sessions. 

By  the  court— Roosevelt,  Justice.  The  prisoner  was  con- 
victed in  the  general  sessions  of  stealing  eight  one  hundred 
dollar  notes  of  the  Mechanics'  and  Manufacturers'  Bank  of 
Philadelphia.  On  the  trial,  after  the  case  for  the  prosecution 
was  closed,  the  prisoner's  counsel  objected,  that  no  proof  had 
been  given  of  the  existence  of  the  alleged  bank,  or  of  the  value 
of  its  notes— if  they  had  any  value — and  that  his  client,  on 
that  ground,  as  matter  of  law,  was  entitled  to  an  acquittal.  To 
meet  this  difficulty,  the  district-attorney,  by  permission  of  the 
court,  notwithstanding  the  summing  up  had  been  commenced, 
was  allowed  to  introduce  further  witnesses.  The  prisoner  ex- 
cepted to  the  ruling ;  and  the  only  question  presented  by  the 
writ  of  error  is,  does  the  admission  of  fresh  evidence  at  that 
stage  of  the  trial  constitute  a  ground  for  setting  aside  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  ? 

The  statute  (2  E.  S.  786)  declares  that  "the  provisions  of 
law  in  civil  cases,  relative  to  compelling  the  attendance  and 
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testimony  of  witnesses^  the  examincUicn^  Jkc^  shall  extend  to  trials 
and  other  proceedings,  on  indictments,  so  fiuras  they  maj  be 
in  their  nature  applicable,  subject  to  the  proviaioDs  oontained 
in  any  statute."  And  further,  that  on  such  criminal  trials 
"  exceptions  to  any  decision  of  the  court  may  be  made  by  the 
defendant  in  the  same  cases  and  manner  provided  by  law  in 
civil  cases."  Whatever,  therefore,  may  be  the  practice  in 
other  states,  in  this  we  have  a  precise  statute  for  our  guide. 
Trials  on  indictments  for  public  offences  are  placed  on  the 
same  footing  as  trials  on  complaints  for  private  wrongs. 

In  civil  actions,  the  plaintiff  ordinarily  is  required  to  intro- 
duce all  the  evidence  in  support  of  his  side  before  resting.  He 
cannot  afterward,  it  is  said,  supply  omissions  "  as  matter  of 
right"  {Leland  agt  Bennett,  5  Hill,  286).  But  this  implies 
that  he  may  do  so  as  matter  of  fstvor ;  in  other  words,  that  it 
is  discretionary  with  the  judge,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances, 
to  grant  the  permission  or  to  refuse  it ;  and  that  no  appeal,  in 
such  case,  lies  from  his  decision.  But  were  the  decision  appli- 
cable, we  think  it  was  not  erroneous.  The  judge  exercised  a 
sound  discretion  in  allowing  the  testimony  to  be  introduced. 
Indeed,  had  he  arbitrarily  refused  the  permission  in  such  a 
case  of  mere  technical  oversight,  his  conduct  would  have  been 
justly  open  to  criticism.     Judgment  affirmed. 


SUPBEME  COUBT. 
BossANas  agt  Boss  and  FrrzasRALD. 

No  reooveiy  oan  be  had  against  the  parties  to  an  oeoommoeZalkm  nofe,  where  tha 
note  is  discounted  orporchased  at  a  larger  rate  of  interest  than  seren  peroent 
per  annum;  there  being  no  fhMid  orfiJae  representatbn  bj  oertifioate or  other 


New 'York  General  Term,  September,  1859. 
App£al  from  a  judgment 
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By  the  court — ^Roosevelt,  Justice.  The  note  sued  on,  al 
though  purporting  as  usual,  on  its  face,  to  be  for  value  received, 
was,  in  fact,  accommodation  paper.  And  the  question  is,  if 
such  paper  be  bought  bona  fide  for  a  gross  sum,  but  which 
sum  on  calculation  gives,  and  is  known  to  give,  more  than 
seven  per  cent,  can  a  recovery  be  had  for  the  amount  actually 
paid  with  lawful  interest,  as  against  all  the  parties  to  the  note, 
where  there  has  been  no  fraud  or  false  representation  by  cer- 
tificate or  otherwise. 

On  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  '^  excepted  to 
that  portion  of  the  judge's  charge  in  which  he  stated  that  if 
the  plaintiff  bought  the  note  in  question  for  $600  (its  face  be- 
ing $650),  even  though  it  was  an  accommodation  note,  he 
could  recover  from  the  drawer  or  indorser  the  amount  actually 
paid,  with  interest" 

In  determining  the  correctness  of  this  portion  of  the  charge, 
it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  judge  also  told  the  jury,  that 
''  if  they  came  to  the  conclusion  that  Bossange  discounted  the 
note  under  an  agreement  to  discount  the  same  at  a  usurious 
rate  of  interest^  then  he  could  not  recover." 

The  verdict)  therefore,  must  be  construed  as  a  finding  that 
the  transaction  was  a  purchase  and  not  a  discount^  if  there  be 
in  truth  any  real  distinction  between  the  two,  and  that  the  pur- 
chase was  not  "  a  mere  cover  "  for  a  usurious  loan,  but  a  bo7ia 
fide  contract  of  buying  and  selling,  although  at  a  rate  which, 
treated  as  interest,  would  yield  more  than  seven  per  cent  for 
the  use  of  the  money.  Is  there,  then,  any  real  distinction — so 
far  as  usury  in  its  civil  aspect  is  concerned — between  buying 
and  discounting  ?  Is  not  the  policy  of  the  statute  equally  de- 
feated by  the  one  as  by  the  other  ?  It  seems  to  us  that  it  is. 
With  the  wisdom  of  that  policy  the  courts  have  nothing  to  do. 
It  is  for  them  to  enforce  it,  wise  or  unwise,  unless  the  enforce- 
ment, as  in  the  case  of  certificates,  or  oral  representations  of 
commercial  paper,  conflicts  with  another  rule  of  law  not  yet 
repealed,  that  a  man  shall  not  allege,  by  way  of  defence,  that 
he  himself  has  been  guilty  of  a  falsehood,  and  is  entitled  to  be 
rewarded  for  the  offence. 
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The  case  of  certificates  or  representations  is  an  exoeptional 
<Mie,  and  of  comparatively  recent  origiD.  And  even  this  ex- 
ception, the  adoption  of  which  admits  the  general  rule  to  be 
otherwise,  although  sanctioned  bj  several  decisions,  has  never 
yet  been  finally  established  in  the  courfc  of  last  resort.  The 
general  rule,  just  or  unjust,  that  the  purchaser  of  acconmioda* 
tion  paper,  without  such  certificate  or  representation,  at  a 
higher  rate  than  seven  per  cent,  takes  it  at  his  peril,  is  too  well 
established  to  be  now  disputed.  {EdU  agt  Wilson^  16  Barb. 
648.) 

In  the  present  case,  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  maker  and 
first  indorser,  who  resisted  the  claim,  received  any  considera- 
tion or  made  any  representation,  written  or  verbal,  to  mislead 
the  plaintiff 

When  sold,  the  note  was  not  a  subsisting  security  in  the 
hands  of  the  seller.  Had  it  been  then  overdue,  as  there  was 
no  consideration,  he  could  have  maintained  no  suit  upon  it 
To  warrant  a  sale  at  a  discount  greater  than  seven  per  cenL 
the  note  at  the  time  must  be  perfect  and  available  to  the 
holder.  {Potvea  agt  Waters,  8  Otmen,  669.)  When  that  is 
not  the  case,  the  transaction,  although  called  a  sale,  is  merely 
a  contract,  that  if  A.  will  advance  B.  a  certain  sum  of  money, 
B.,  C.  and  D.,  parties  to  the  note,  will,  at  the  end  of  so  manj 
days,  repay  a  larger  sum — such  larger  sum,  when  paid,  yield- 
ing more  than  seven  per  cent  for  the  use  of  the  money  for  the 
time  specified.    Such  a  contract  is  clearly  usurioua 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  Costs  to  abide 
the  event 
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SUPREME  COUBT. 
The  Meohanicjs'  Bakk  of  Brooklyn  agt  S.  P.  Towks- 

END. 

Where  t^e  maker  of  a  promiasorj  note  makes  a  eerUficaie  tbat  it  "  was  giren  for 
Talae  received,  and  will  be  paid  when  dae^**  and  the  note  is  issued  at  a  nsoii- 
ons  oondderation,  and  on  the  strength  of  the  eerUficate  a  third  party,  for  valne^ 
disooonts  the  note,  the  maker  will  be  estopped  by  bis  oertificate  from  hiteipoe- 
ing  the  defence  that  the  note  was  given  without  value  and  issued  at  a  usurious 
oondderation.  {This  agrees  wUh  Chamberlain  agt  Ibwnsend,  26  Barb,  611. 
The  defendant^  ly  cert^ngtoafiOsehood  twice  instead  of  cnce^  takes  the  ixue  cui 
^Ae«tolM(0.— Rep.) 

New 'York  General  Term^  September^  1859. 
Appeal  from  a  judgment  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiflk 

By  tlie  conrt— BoosEVELT,  Justice.  The  defendant,  Towns- 
end,  is  sued  as  maker,  on  two  promissory  notes.  His  defence 
is,  that  the  notes  were  issued  by  him  on  a  usurious  considera- 
tion, and  are,  therefore,  void,  even  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide 
holder,  who  may  have  discounted  them  at  the  lawful  rate  of 
seven  per  cent 

To  meet  this  objection,  the  plainti£&,  on  the  trial,  introduced 
in  evidence  two  certificates  signed  by  the  defendant,  and  which 
the  jury,  in  eflFect,  have  found  to  have  been  given  by  him  to 
accompany  the  notes,  and  to  have  been  designed  to  represent 
that  the  notes  were  valid  (when,  in  &ct,  and  to  his  knowledge 
they  were  invalid),  so  that  subsequent  parties  should  take  the 
notes  on  the  faith  of  the  certificates.  It  should  be  added,  too, . 
that  the  verdict,  in  effect,  establishes  the  further  fiact  that  the 
plaintiff  discounted  the  notes  on  the  faith  of  the  certificates, 
giving  full  value  under  circumstances  free  from  suspicion,  and 
without  any  design  on  their  part  to  evade  the  statute,  and  with- 
out reason  for  suspecting  such  design  in  others. 

Such  a  certificate,  acted  on  in  good  &ith,  it  has  been  repeat- 
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6dly  held,  operates  to  estop  the  party  giving  it  from  fiJsifyiDg 
his  own  statements.  No  man,  as  against  an  innocent  person, 
can  take  advantage  of  his  own  jfraud.  So  far  from  being,  in 
such  case,  a  defence,  the  fraud  would  itself,  if  any  loss  were  sus- 
tained, be  a  positive  cause  of  action,  entitling  the  injured  party 
to  equivalent  damages.  {See  the  cases  of  Holmes  agt  Williams^ 
10  Paige,  826  ;  Watson^s  Executors  agt.  McLaren^  19  Wend.  557  ; 
Dowe  agt.  SchuU,  2  Denio,  621 ;  Clark  agt  Sissm^  4  Duer^  408  ; 
TruscoU  agt  Davis,  4  Barb,  495.) 

All  these  cases  are  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Ingrahaji  At  spe- 
cial term,  in  a  decision  against  the  same  defendant^  reported 
recently  in  26  Barbour,  611. 

Much  stress  is  laid  by  counsel  on  the  peculiar  form  of  these 
certificates.  They  merely  declare  that  the  notes,  and  such,  it 
is  said,  is  the  purport  of  the  notes  themselves,  "  were  given  for 
value  received,  and  will  be  paid  when  due."  If  nothing  fur- 
ther was  meant  by  the  certificates,  why  attach  them  to  the 
notes?  The  act  would  have  been  a  childish  ceremony.  We 
must  infer  that  it  meant  something.  The  jury  have  founds  in 
ef^t,  and,  we  think,  correctly  found,  that  the  defendant  meant 
to  convey  the  idea  not  only  that  some  value,  but  that  full  legal 
value  had  been  received,  and  that  the  promise  to  pay  was  not 
merely  an  optional  promise,  but  one  which  could  be  legally 
enforced.  In  other  words,  the  object  of  the  certificates,  as 
said  by  Judge  Ikqraham,  was  "  to  induce  a  purchaser  to  take 
the  notes  without  fear  of  the  defence  of  usury."  And  it  is  not 
competent  to  the  defendant  now  to  argue  that  the  terms  se- 
lected were  ingeniously  contrived  as  a  trap  to  catch  the  unwary 

Judgment  appealed  from,  afiBirmed  with  costs. 
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SUPERIOR  COURT. 
D.  &  A\  Sturtevant  agt.  Brewer  &  Caldwell. 

Where  it  ia  made  apparent  that  the  rights  of  theplaintifft  and  defendantB  cannot 
be  detenmned  as  between  themselves,  until  the  dahn  of  a  third  party  has  been 
ascertained,  and  so  settled  that  the  determination  of  it  may  be  acted  npon  as 
an  established  &ct,  in  the  decision  of  the  present  action,  the  plaintiffs  will  be 
oompelled  to  amend  their  summons  and  complaint,  so  as  to  make  such  third 
party  a  party  to  the  present  action..  And  it  is  no  valid  objection  to  such  a 
oourse,  that  the  third  party  is  a  resident  of  another  state. 

NeW'Tark Special  Term,  September,  1859. 
Motion  to  compel  plainti£&  to  amend  their  summons  and 
complaint  so  as  to  bring  in  other  parties. 

Larocqite  &  Barlow,  y&r  Tyioiim. 
R.  H.  Shannon,  opposed. 

BoswoRTH,  Ch.  J.  The  plaintiflfe,  as  assignees  of  J.  L. 
Ferris,  bring  this  action  to  recover  $2,250,  the  price  which  the 
defendants  agreed  to  pay  for  the  charter  of  the  bark  Conroj, 
on  a  voyage  from  Galveston  to  New- York,  under  a  charter 
party  dated  December  10th,  1868,  and  executed  to  them  by  J, 
L.  Ferris,  by  his  attorney  G.  A.  Ferria  When  the  charter 
party  was  executed,  the  Conroy  was  at  Galveston,  and  by  its 
terms  it  was  to  commence  when  it  was  ready  to  receive  cargo, 
and  notice  thereof  was  given  to  defendants  or  their  agent  The 
plaintiff  also  claims  to  recover  upon  covenants  in  the  said  char- 
ter party,  for  a  failure  by  the  defendants  to  Aimish  cargo  suffi- 
cient for  ballast,  and  for  damages. 

The  Conroy  performed  the  voyage,  and  arrived  at  New- 
York  the  8l8t  of  March,  1859.  The  master  collected  freight 
on  some  of  the  cargo,  and  notified  the  consignees  of  the  residue 
of  the  cargo  not  to  pay  freight  on  it  to  the  defendants. 

Sorley,  Smith  &  Co.  claimed  to  have  advanced  at  Galveston 
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before  the  Oonroj  sailed,  and  probably  before  she  was  in  a 
condition  to  reoeive  cargo,  $8,971.43  for  the  disborsements  for 
and  port  charges  of  the  Conroj  at  Galveston.    For  this  sum 
the  master  drew  a  bill  on  the  defendants,  which  thej  refiised 
to  accept    On  the  22d  of  AprU,  1859,  Sorlej,  Smith  k  Ca 
brought  a  suit  in  the  New- York  common  pleas  against  the  de- 
fendants, claiming  to  have  a  lien  on  the  freight  to  reimbnrae 
them  the  $3|971,43,  and  made  such  a  case  that  the  court  ad- 
joined these  defendants  from  coUecting  any  of  the  freight  for 
that  voyage,  and  appointed  a  receiver  to  collect  and  hold  it  to 
abide  the  event  of  that  suit     The  injunction  order  and  order 
appointing  the  receiver  are  still  in  force.    On  the  22d  of  June, 
1869,  J.  L.  Ferris  assigned  the  said  charter  party  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  all  moneys  payable  thereunder  or  by  reason  thereof 
by  the  defendants,  and  on  the  28lh  of  July,  1859,  the  plaintiffi, 
as  such  assignees,  commenced  this  action.    The  defendants 
now  move  in  this  action  that  the  plaintiff  be  compelled  to 
amend  his  summons  and  complaint  so  as  to  make  Sorley, 
Smith  &  Go.  (who  reside  at  Galveston)  parties  thereto.    The 
motion  is  opposed  by  the  plaintiff  and  by  Sorley,  Smith  &  Ca 
If  Sorley,  Smith  k  Co.  can  establish  fisu^ts  which  give  them 
a  lien  on  the  freight^  or  a  right  to  have  it  paid  to  them,  and 
thereby  obtain  it,  then  these  defendants  ought  not  to  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  $2,260  to  Ferris  or  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  as- 
signees.   If,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  Ferris  to  furnish  the 
vessel  with  anything  requisite  for  the  voyage,  those  who  ad- 
vance for  her  receive  her  freight  as  a  matter  of  right ;  the 
consideration  of  the  defendants'  covenant  to  pay  the  $2,250 
has  &iled,  and  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  permitted  to  recover 
it    The  defendants  cannot  well  have  any  personal  knowledge 
of  &ct8  constituting  the  claim  of  Sorley,  Smith  k  Co.,  and  it 
is  not  their  friult  that  they  have  none.    The  plaintiff  have  be- 
come assignees  after  the  rights  of  allparties  have  become  fixed. 
This  appears  to  me,  therefore,  to  be  a  case  where,  as  was  said 
in  McMahon  agt  Harrison  (12  How.  Pr.  Bep.  45),  "  there  are 
persons  not  parties,  whose  rights  must  be  ascertained  and  set- 
tled before  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  this  suit  can  be  deter- 
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mined."  Until  the  claim  of  Sorlej,  Smith  &  Co.  has  been 
ascertained  and  settled  it  cannot  be  determined  whether  the 
defendants  should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  any  part  of  the  $2,250. 
The  rights  of  Sorley,  Smith  &  Co.  ought  to  be  ascertained  and 
settled  in  such  a  manner  as  to  conclude  the  plaintifb  as  well  as 
the  defendants. 

I  think  it  is  right  that  the  plaintiff  should  make  them 
parties  to  this  suit,  and  that  the  court  has  power  under  the 
first  clause  of  section  122  of  the  Code  to  compel  them  to  do 
80.  The  £EU)t  that  they  reside  in  Texas  presents  no  insupera- 
ble obstacle  to  bringing  them  before  this  court  They  may 
possibly  be  served  with  a  summons  in  this  city,  or  they  may 
voluntarily  appear  herein. 

Thas  &r  I  have  taken  no  notice  of  the  allegations  that  the 
charter  of  the  Conroy  was  made  to  secure  the  defendants  for 
becoming  the  guarantors,  on  the  day  of  its  date,  for  the  per- 
formance  by  G.  A.  Ferris  of  the  covenants  on  his  part  con- 
tained in  a  charter  to  him  of  the  bark  "  Badger."  For,  re- 
jecting them  altogether,  and,  therefore,  not  considering  the 
question,  whether  the  defendants  are  precluded  by  the  rules 
of  law  from  alleging  such  an  agreement  as  being  in  con- 
flict with  the  terms  and  legal  import  of  the  chartek*  party 
which  they  signed,  I  think  enough  is  disclosed  to  make  it 
apparent  that  the  rights  of  the  plaintiiB^  and  defendants  can- 
not be  determined  as  between  themselves,  until  the  claim  of 
Sorley,  Smith  k  Co.  has  been  ascertained,  and  so  settled  that 
the  determination  of  it  may  be  acted  upon  as  an  established 
fact,  in  deciding  the  present  cause. 

The  motion  is  granted,  and  the  order  to  be  entered  will  be 
settled  on  short  notice  from  either  party  to  the  other. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
Claflin  &  Saltebs  agt  Rufus  Sakgeb. 

A  Btatoment  on  oonfeasion  of  jadgment,  made  sabstantiallf  in  the  following  fonn, 
was  held  inaufficieiU :  **  promisaoiy  note  for  aspeciQed  date  and  amount,  which 
note  was  given  to  L.  W.  ft  Co.,  for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  theretofore 
puichaeed  of  L.  W.  ft  Co.,  by  the  defendant,  which  note  was  indorsed  hj 
the  debtor,  and  oame  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiflfh  for  a  vahiable  ooDaid- 
eration.'' 

New  -  York  Special  Term^  August^  1859. 
MonoN  to  set  aside  judgment  on  confession* 

John  H.  McCunn, /or  Tnotion. 
L  T.  Williams,  opposed. 

Ingrahak,  Justice.  Thid  motion  is  made  by  a  judgment 
creditor  of  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  jadgment  in  this  case 
for  a  defect  in  the  statement  of  indebtedness.  The  judgment 
was  entered  on  a  confession.  The  statement  of  the  indebted- 
ness was  as  follows :  "  promissory  note  for  a  specified  date  and 
amount,  which  note  was  given  to  L.  W.  k  Co.,  for  goods^ 
wares  and  merchandise  theretofore  purchased  of  L.  W.  k  Co., 
by  the  defendant,  which  note  was  indorsed  by  the  debtor  and 
came  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration.*' 

The  objection  to  this  statement  is,  that  it  does  not  state  the 
&cts  out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose.  In  all  the  cases  it 
is  conceded  that  the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  compel  the 
debtor  to  disclose  so  much  of  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
indebtedness  arose  as  to  enable  the  creditor  to  form  a  more  ac- 
curate opinion  as  to  the  integrity  of  the  debtor  in  confessing 
the  judgment,  and  for  this  purpose  to  compel  the  parties  to 
spread  on  the  record  a  particular  and  specific  statement  of  the 
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fiiots  out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose.  {Ohappel  agt.  Chap- 
pely  2  Keman^  215.) 

The  precise  qaestion,  as  presented  in  this  case,  appears  to 
have  been  passed  upon  by  the  general  term  in  this  district,  in 
Moody  agt.  Ihumsend  (3  Abb.  875).  Eoosbvelt,  J.,  in  that  case 
sajs^  "  A  general  allegation,  that  the  judgment  was  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,"  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  statute. 

InFrdigh  agt  Brink  et  al.  (16  How.  Pr.  Bep.p.  272),BR0Wisr,^ 
J.,  held  that  a  statement,  which  averred  the  indebtedness  to 
rise  on  a  note  for  $700,  that  amount  of  money  being  had  by 
the  defendant  of  the  plaintiflT,  and  which  was  due,  was  insuffi- 
cient In  Stebbim  agt^  The  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  (12 
Botvard  Pr.  B.  410),  Smith,  J.,  held  that  a  statement  of  in- 
debtedness for  money  lent  and  advanced  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant,  and  which  had  been  used  to  pay  his  debts,  was 
insufficient,  because  it  did  not  state  when  the  money  was  lent^ 
in  what  sums  and  at  what  times. 

In  Lockwood  agt  Finn  et  al.  (18  Howard  Pr.  Bep.  p.  418), 
BossKRANS,  J.,  held  that  a  statement  that  the  indebtedness 
for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  since  a  specified  date,  was  insuffi- 
cient, because  it  did  not  set  forth  what  kind  of  goods,  &;c., 
were  sold,  nor  how  much,  nor  at  what  time.  That  it  did  not 
point  to  any  particular  transaction  to  which  other  creditors 
could  direct  their  inquiries. 

In  Beekman  agt.  Kirk  (15  Howard  Pr.  Bep.  p.  228),  Har- 
ris, J.,  held  that  a  statement  of  indebtedness,  in  a  judgment 
recovered  on  a  bond  given  for  money  borrowed  by  the  defend- 
ant, was  defective  for  want  of  disclosing  the  amount  of  the 
loan  or  when  the  judgment  was  recovered.  {See  also  17  N. 
T.  B.p.9.) 

There  are  many  other  cases  which  might  be  cited  of  a 
similar  character,  but  the  above  are  amply  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  views  entertained  by  the  judges  in  these 
cases,  when  applied  to  the  present  case,  would  condemn  the 
statement  as  insufficient  and  defective.    I  will  only  add  one 
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more,  made  by  tbe  general  term  of  this  district  In  DavU 
agt  Morris  (21  Barb.  p.  152),  Mitchell,  P.  J.,  held  a  state- 
ment of  indebtedness,  to  be  for  money  lent  and  advanced  at 
divers  times  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  from  1858  to 
date,  was  insufficient 

These  decisions,  two  of  which  are  by  the  general  term  of 
this  district,  are  controlling  upon  this  question,  notwithstand- 
ing there  are  some  few  cases  of  a  contrary  tenor,  by  the  judges 
at  special  term  in  other  districts,  such  as  I\)8t  agt  Ooleman  (9 
Howard  Pr.  R  p.  64). 

The  plaintdflb  in  this  action  were  not  the  original  creditors 
by  whom  the  goods  were  sold,  and  it  was  suggested  that  less 
particularity  was  required  fix)m  them  than  would  be  fix)m  the 
the  persons  to  whom  the  debt  was  orignally  due. 

There  is  no  distinction  made  in  the  statute,  and  th.ere  is  no 
good  reason  shown  for  making  any  such  distinction. 

The  statement  is  to  be  made  by  the  debtor  and  not  the 
creditor,  and  he  can  as  well  state  the  particulars  in  one  case  as 
the  other.  He  knows  the  particular  transaction  out  of  which 
the  indebtedness  arose,  and  he  can  state  it  as  easily  after  the 
claim  has  been  transferred  to  a  third  person,  as  he  could  be- 
fore the  transfer. 

The  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment^  as  to  the  creditor 
making  this  motion,  must  be  granted. 
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power  to  oontmet  for  raising  such  vessel  or  not— proleotioii  ef  per- 
sons performing  salvage  service  in  suohcase 333 

Subscription  to  religious  corporations^  when  binding;  Ac 38t 

Individual  liability  of  stockholders  of  banks  under  laws  of  1 84ft,  whkh 
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Ib  an;»licab)e  to  banks  inocxrporated  before  its  paasage.    Bighte 

of  married  womenunderfftc 323 

CXmPORATION&  Power  of  the  corporation  counael  of  New- York,  with 
the  a«ent  of  the  major  and  oomptroUer,  to  delegate  his  author- 
ity to  other  counsel 380 

A  stipulation  not  to  sue  within  a  given  time,  contained  in  a  policy  of 
insunincei  operatss  as  a  forfiuture^  and  will  be  ochosidered  waiye4 
on  slight  eridenoe 444 

Construction  of  poUi^  of  inauraooe,  with  customary  dause,  "  loaa^  if 
any,  payable  to  A.  B.  mortgagee." 444 

When  a  resolution  of  common  council  New-York  invalid,  by  being 
Sdopted  by  one  board  in  one  year,  and  the  other  board  in  the 
succeeding  year 469 

The  act  of  1869,  authorizing  application  to  be  made  to  vacate  assess- 
ments, Jto,  applies  to  assessments  made  before  its  passage 469 

When  an  injunction  authorized  to  restrain  actions  brought  upon  spu- 
rious certificates  of  stock  issued  by  an  agent  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany  464 

Officers  of  a  ccMporation  must  pay  dividends  to  the  persons  holding 
stock  on  the  books  of  the  company.  Power  of  directors  in  mak- 
ing and  limiting  dividends 629 

When  injunction  will  issue  to  restrain  a  corporation  from  paying  divi- 
dends on  any  stock  alleged  to  be  held  under  spurious  certi- 
ficates  63t 

The  place  of  residence  of  a  corporation  Ib  ascertained  by  its  place  of 
business,  and  where  it  has  several  places  of  business  in  different 
counties,  the  venue  in  an  action  against  them  is  properly  laid  in 
either 643 

COSTS — d0tf5fe  allowed  to  public  officers -1 

When  people  liable  for  costs  of  defence  in  actions  for  penalties  under 

Metropolitan  Police  Act 19,  142 

When  not  allowed  upon  a  reference  or  arbitration  of  a  claim  against 

an  estate  contested  by  an  administrator 21 

When  a  party  entitled  to  fees  as  a  witness 29 

When  joint  debtors  equally  liable  to  costs  where  action  contested  by 

part  and  default  by  others 64 

Attorney's  Uen  for,  when  protected  upon  a  motion  to  set  off  judgments, 

but  not  by  action,  ftc 146,  341 

When  costs  of  trial  in  discretion  of  referees 211 

How  costs  in  actions  eonsolidotod  to  be  provided  fbr 228 

When  plaintiff  becomes  liable  for  referee's  fees— liability  of  plaintifTs 

attorney  on  a  promise  made  to  |daintiff  to  pay  such  fees,  Ac. . . .  289 
When  assignment  of  client  to  his  attorney,  of  report  of  referee  in  his 

&toi^  and  judgment  entered  in  favor  of  the  attorney,  precludes  a 

set-off  of  a  judgment  agauist  the  client 341 
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M0I6.    Of  aerving  additional  defendants  in  mortgage  fandbmn  oaaea. . . .  sa 
When  partiea  not  entitled  to  witoeaaea'  feea  on  being  examined  in 

their  own  behalf 3i8 

On  aetting  aside  report  of  lelereea  as  against  OTidenoe,  in  the  diaoe- 

tion  of  the  oourt)  and  may  abide  event 405 

Additional  allowanoe  not  anthoriaed  except  on  a  reooyeiy 456 

When  cause  discontinued  before  circuit  oommences^  $10  not  allowed,  468 
Fees  of  referees,  what  amount  authorised,  when  and  how  allowed. .  4T1 
When  by  stipulation  of  attorneys^  more  than  three  calendar  fees  al- 
lowed  490 

COUKTT  COURTS— legislature  haye  authority  to  confer  Jurisdiction  on,  in 

actions  ft>r  foreclosure  of  mortgages 35 

There  is  no  right  of  appeal  to  the  county  court  from  the  yerdict  of  a 
jury  giyen  upon  the  laying  out  of  a  priyate  road 534 

OBIlflNAL  TBI AliS.    Irregularities  in  the  deliberations  of  the  jmy,  when 

not  sufficient  to  affect  the  yerdict 85 

When  it  is  the  duty  of  a  Judge  to  allow  a  writ  of  error,  and  stay  jadg- 
ment,  on  exceptions  taken  at  the  trial 151 

Defendants  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  law,  where  the  crime  is  made 
of  different  degrees,  an  indictment  for  a  higher  indudes  the  bwer 
degree tU 

Practice  in  bringing  up  errors  that  affect  the  party,  by  writ  of  eiror 
and  certiorari 316 

When  yerdict  of  juiy  and  judgment  thereon  will  be  reversed  for  a 
partial  finding  by  the  jury 316 

Discretionary  with  judge  at  the  trial  to  allow  fturther  testimony  after 
'  sumnung  up  oonmienoed,  and  no  writ  of  error  lies  to  such  deci- 
sion  565 


D 


KICURRER.    Causes  of  demurrer  in  a  oompLamt,  and  causes  of  demurer 

generally,  and  joint  demurrer  stated 66^  239 

When  general  objection  stated  under  6th  sub.  of  section  144,  but  spe- 
cific objection  stated  under  the  Sd  subdivision,  discrepancy  may 
be  disregarded 48Y 

DnOONTIKITANCE— of  a  former  action,  how  pleaded  in  bar ^ 

Of  actions  on  consolidation,  how  oosts  provided  for ^ 

When  cause  discontinued  before  circuit  commences,  $10  notaUowed,  468 
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QIBOOTEBY.    It  ii  Bot  faffioieiit  for  t  party  to  wy  that  be  ih/MtB  a  dlir 

007617  is  neoessaiy.    He  must  show  how  and  wh7  it  is  neoee- 

■M7 ! 480 

DIVOBCEr-Hlecree  of;  obtained  under  the  laws  of  Indiaius  when  Yoid.  •. .    18 


JClUnilBTMBNT— of 


inimtB  fai  the  anny  and  navy,  neoessftfy  ooiiient»  Mo .  SST 


BYIDENOE— parol,  admusible  to  prove  oonsideration  to  promissory  noto« .  889 

How  and  when  books  of  account  eyidenoe,  Ao 899 

When  a  receipt  oondusiye  eyidenoe  of  payment 4A2 

When  eyidenoe  introduced  by  defendant,  after  denial  of  a  motion  for 

a  non-suit,  not  oondusiye  to  sustain  the  action 432 

When  Ju8tioe*B  judgment  will  be  reyersed  as  against  eyidence 432 

Blight  eyidenoe  suffldent  to  waiye  a  condition  which  operates  as  afor^ 

leiturein  a  policy  of  insurance 444 

Keoessary  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  an  order  in  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings  612 

EXOBPTIONS.    Suffidency  of;  taken  om  a  non-suit.    Waiyer  of  trial  by 

juiy,ftc 36t 

Taken  at  the  circuit,  by  whom  and  how  reviewed 463 

EZBOUTION.  After  judgment  and  execution  against  the  person,  too  late 
to  move  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest  and  to  set  aside  the  execu- 
tion      68 

When  a  person's  watch  exempt  ftom  execution 80 

When  return  of  execution  considered  made  by  the  party,  and  not  by 
the  sheriff 16t 

Against  the  person  when  awarded  on  a  judgment  entered  by  defiiult, 
effect  of;  in  opening  the  judgment  upon  terms,  Ac 363 

When  may  be  issued  against  the  peraon,  without  and  with  an  order 
of  tiie  court 481 

BXBGUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORa  Claims  against  an  estate  con- 
tested by,  when  costs  not  allowed  on  a  reference  or  arbitration, 
what  daims  may  be  referred 21,  263 

When  plaintiff  may  unite -a  cause  of  action  as  executrix  witii  one  as 
devisee 16 

When  administrator  may  sustain  action  for  oausing  death  under  aete 
1S47-9,  for  the  beneOt  qf  next  of  kin 102 

AsQRogato  no  junsdiotion  to  try  disputed  daims  of  creditors^  by  exe- 
cutors or  adminirtrators.  • , 263 
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SZBCUT0B8  AND  ABMINISTBATORa    Bflbot  of  a  Borrogato^  deoroe 

on  a  final  aooounting  with  an  administrator 300 

How  a  debt  due  an  administrator  to  be  iMadont  of  the  eatatei    Stat- 
ute of  limitations  thereon,  Ac 300 

When  an  executor  considered  as  trustee  under  the  wiHf  and  alltho^ 
ized  to  continue  proceedings  on  certiorari  before  a  county  judge  634 

EXEMPT  PROPERTY.    When  a  person's  watoh  exempt  from  exeoution.    80  : 


E 


IDUCIART  CAPACITY.    A  commission  merchant  to  sell  butter,  acts  in 

such  capacity.    When  liable  to  arrest 420 

FOREIGN   CORPORATIONS— considered  as  non-residents,  and  having 
funds  invested,  and  doing  business  here,  liable  to  taxation  mider 

laws  of  1 85 6 200 

When  action  bj,  complaint  must  allege  inoorporation 48f 

FRAUDULENT  BJBPRESEN7ATI0N&    On  purchase  of  goods,  Iiabi]il7 

of  purchaser,  Ac 00 

And  alleged  conspiracy,  liotion  to  vacate  order  of  arrest  denied  on 
appeal 200 

When  a  fraudulent  transfer  of  property,  amounting  to  a  misdemeanor, 
vests  the  title  in  the  purchaser,  bat  gives  no  remedy  to  the 
grantor  to  recover  it  back 604 


ijUAR ANTY— of  the  payment  and  oolleation  of  a  ^d  and  mortgage^ 
When  guarantor  not  liable  until  remedy  on  bond  and  mortgage 
exhausted  .••...••.•. ••..•• *65 


Highways,    how  ief«reeB  to  prooeed  in  laying  out  a  load  on  appeal 

from  oommiBBODers  of  highways... ^^ 

When  executor  may  continue  prooeedings  by  oertkiraii  broaght  Iff 
hia  testator  on  laying  out  a  private  road ^ 
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HIGHWAYS.    There  is  no  right  of  appeal  to  the  county  court  flrom  the  Ter- 

diet  of  a  Jury  given  upon  the  laying  out  of  a  private  road — ^the 

oommiaaionerB  of  higfawaja  moat  lay  out  the  road 634 

HUSBAND  AKD  WIFE.  When  a  decree  of  divorce,  obtained  by  the  hus- 
band under  the  laws  of  Indiana,  void  aa  to  his  wife  residing 
here 1$ 

Bights,  duties,  and  liabilities  of  the  wife  in  reference  to  her  separate 
estate,  on  signing  a  note  jointly  with  her  husband '.  165 

Power  of  attorney  from  husband  to  wife^  sufficiency  and  constroction 
of 418 

When  wife  may  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  enforce  a  claim  for 
money  loaned  the  husband 614 


'ANTS— enlistment  o(  in  the  army  and  navy,  necessary  consent,  &c. .  83t 
When  will  not  be  delivered  to  the  custody  of  the  £kther 616 

INJUNCTION.    When  will  be  granted  to  restrain  interference  with  a  ftmd 

for  salvage  service,  where  there  are  several  claimants 229 

When  authorized  in  reference  to  actions  brooghtupon  spurious  certi- 
ficate of  stock,  issued  by  an  agent  of  a  railroad  company. .  464,  53t 

When  it  will  be  allowed  to  protect  the  good  will  of  a  partnership  on 
diasolutiCn,  Ac 610 

INSUBANCB  OOMPANIESp-Haiatttal,  are  antfaoarized  to  issue  polioies  for 

cash  premiums,  in  lieu  of  premium  notee 12T 

Construction  of  policy  of  marine  insurance 188 

A  stipulation  not  to  sue  within  a  given  time^  contained  in  a  policy  of 
insurance,  operateaaa  a  forfeiture^  and  wiU  be  oonaidered  waived 

on  slight  evidence 444 

Construction  of  a  policy  with  the  customary  dauae^  ^  los^  if  any,  pay- 
able to  A.  B.,  mortgagee** 444 

INTEBBST.    When  compound  Intereat  may  be  recovered  SnaokioD  at  law.  256 
No  recovery  can  be  had  on  an  acoommodation  note>  where  more  than 
1  per  cent  has  been  received  on  its  disooont  as  intareat^  where 

there  has  been  no  fraud  or  fUae  repreaentation 666 

When  the  certiflcate  of  the  maker  of  an  aooommodatiOQ  nofeeeafeops 
him  from  the  defence  of  Qsoiy • '.••  568 
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OIKT  DBBTOBa    Conatraotum  oftbe  *<  act  for  the  relief  of  pwioenaDd 

joint  debtow,"  1838 S 

AgreemeDt  between,  when  within  statute  of  frauds S 

When  Joint  debtors  equally  liable  to  costs,  where  the  action  oontestod 

by  part  and  default  as  to  others. M 

In  an  action  in  a  justice^s  court  against  joint  and  several  defendsnti^ 
if  all  are  sued,  when  recovery  must  be  had  against  all,  or  none.  309 

Judgment  against  one  is  a  bar  to  an  aclioo  against  the  others 40t 

How  action  sustained  against  joint  and  several  debtors  40t 

JUDGMEKT— by  confession,  may  be  taken  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  oat  of 

his  town. 109 

Difference  between  an  action  and  a  motion  in  setting  off  judgments, 

in  reference  to  the  protection  of  the  attomey^s  lien  for  costs. ...  141 
When  report  of  referee  in  favor  of  a  party,  assigned  to  his  attorn^ 
and  judgment  entered,  precludes  a  subsequent  judgpnent  against 

the  asBDgnor  from  being  set  off 341 

Where  a  judgment  has  been  entered  by  defeult,  and  an  award  of  exe- 
cution against  the  perBon---effect  thereon  on  opening  the  judg^ 

ment  on  terms 3SS 

ICotion  to  set  aside  judgment  on  confession,  for  defective  statemeot, 

gioonds  need  not  be  stated  in  the  notice 36S 

What  statements  in  Judgments  on  confession  held  insufficient. .  363, 676 
Appeal  from  judgment  on  questions  of  feet,  how  the  finding  of  feds 
by  ibe  general  term  settled  and  incorporated  in  the  record. ...  381 

How  entered  on  filing  remittitur  from  court  of  appeals 304 

Against  one  joint  debtor  is  a  ^  to  an  action  against  the  others ...  40t 

When  judgment  against  joint  and  several  debtors  no  bar 40Y 

When  justice's  judgment  will  be  reversed  as  against  evidence 43) 

A  transcript  of  a  justice's  Judgment  may  be  filed  with  the  county  derk 

for  less  than  $26.    Supplementary  proceedings  thereon 434 

When  Judgment  and  report  of  referees  will  be  set  aside  on  the  groasd 
of  a  fundaoMntal  mistake  of  the  basis  of  the  cootract  on  wfaicb 

they  were  founded 49t 

When  a  judgment  by  defeolt  not  considered  evidence  of  fraud,  so 
as  to  authorize  an  attachment  against  the  defendant ^54 

JUSIBDIOnON— of  a  Judge  out  of  court,  and  of  tiie  ooort,  in  proceedings 

supplementary  to  exeootioQ ^ 

When  justioe  of  the  peace  acquires  no  Jurisdictkm  of  a  noo-resideDt 

defendant. ••••••••••  • ••• ^ 

Justioe  of  the  peace  may  take  confession  of  judgmenc,  A&,  oat  of  his 

town ....^ !•• 

Of  referee  oeses,  over  a  cause  tried  by  him,  when  his  report  is  mad^ 

ffgnedy  and  delivered ^ • ^ 
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JURISDIOTION.    A  soirogate  no  jurisdiction  to  try  contested  claims  bj 

cn»ditora. 263 

Of  court  below,  after  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  to  amend  their 

judgment 289,  394 

Of  court  below,  after  remittitur  deUvered  to  the  prevailing  party.  289,  394 
Of  SQpreme  court  over  military  oi^ganizations.    When  mandamus  not 

allowed 376 

Of  subordinate  tribunals,  a  suirogate,  when  considered  condusive  . .  422 
In  reference  to  a  Judge  at  special  term  reviewing  exceptions  taken  to 

the  charge  of  another  judge  at  the  circuit 453 

Of  referees,  over  their  decisions.    When  it  ceases^  Ac. 461,  60t 

JURY— irregularities  in  their  deliberations — ^when  do  not  affect  their  ver- 
dict on  a  cruninal  trial    Murder 86 

A  trial  by,  absolute,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty  in  vio- 
lation of  the  fire  laws 273 

When  a  partial  finding  of  an  ofienoe  charged  in  a  criminal  case  does 
not  authorize  a  sentence  and  judgment 316 

When  a  jury-trial  waived— on  a  question  oitnxid 36t 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE — acquires  no  jurisdiction  over  a  non-reddent 

defendant  by  service  of  a  long  summons 93 

When  may  arrest  for  a  felony,  misdemeanor,  &c.,  without  warrant . .  100 
May  take  confession  of  judgment,  and  do  other  acts  out  of  his  town.  109 
In  an  action  against  joint  and  several  defendants,  if  all  are  sued, 

when  recovery  must  be  had  against  all  or  none 309 

When  judgment  will  be  as  reversed  against  evidence 432 

A  transcript  of  a  justice's  judgment  may  be  filed  with  the  county  derk 
for  less  than  $25-Hnippl6mentary  proceedings  thereon 434 


liAKD] 


(LORD  AND  TENANT.    Right  of  landlord  to  manure  cm  his  farm 
does  not  apply  to  lands  and  lots  not  agricottoral 189 


Hand 


AMU&— will  not  be  granted  when  firuitlte  to  relieve  relator 142 

When  will  not  be  ordered  to  compel  attorney-general  to  give  oertifl- 

cate,  Ac 142 

When  not  allowed,  in  cases  under  military  organlzatlom 876 
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IIAKUBE.    BightB  of  landlord  to  numuie  on  hia  iarm,  which  do  not  ^^ 

to  lands  and  lota  not  agricultural \ 189 

MAJUNE  GOUBT.  Appeal  from  general  tenn  to  common  pleae^  not  al- 
lowed where  the  judgment  ia  for  abaolnto  reversal.  A  new  trial 
mufit  be  ordered  b/  the  marine  court 338 

MABRTWD  WOMSN^tfaeir  rights,  duties  and  HabOities,  in  referenoe  to 

their  separate  estate,  and  how  the  same  is  diaiged  by  them,  165,  S43 
Personal  property  of  a  married  woman,  without  any  disposition  by 

her,  on  her  death,  descends  to  her  husband  absolutely 243 

A  husband  has  a  right,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  in  the  undisposed 

of  realty  of  his  wife 243 

When  and  how  personally  liable  for  the  amount  of  bank  stock  owned 

by  them 323 

The  marriage  of  mortgagee,  a  single  female,  with  the  mortgagor,  does 

not  affect  the  mortgage  debt  or  the  lien 413 

When  a  married  woman  may  enforce  her  daim  for  money  loaned  her 

husband,  who  was  in  busLness  with  a  partner 6H 

Ifacts  stated  in  a  complaint,  held  sufficient  on  demurrer,  to  charge 

the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  with  the  payment  of  her 

promissory  note 6^1 

HECHANICS'  LIEN.    Jurisdiction  of  supreme  court  in  reference  to 449 

When  lien  expires.  When  and  how  proceedings  must  be  instituted 
to  continue  and  enforce  liensi    fiffect  of  cooYeyanoes  on   449 

HHITABT.  Power  of  supreme  court  over  military  organizattons.  When 
mandamus  not  allowed  in  such  cases— consolidation  of  regi- 
ments, Ac 375 

KOBTGAGE  FORECLOSUBR.  Legislature  has  authority  to  conibr  juris- 
diction on  county  courts  in  suits  for 36 

In  case  of  assignment  by  the  comptroller,  of  the  bond  and  mortgage, 
liability  of  officers  of  the  bank— £ona  jfSde  panshasers,  Ac ^P 

Who  may  be  made  parties— costs  for  serving  additional  defendants, 
Ac 348 

When  mortgage  debt  and  the  lien  upon  the  premises  not  affected  by 
the  marriage  of  the  mortgagee^  a  single  female^  with  the  mort- 
gagor  *13 

Of  a  mortgage  claimed  under  a  will,  alleged  to  have  been  foiged,  Ju- 
risdiction of  surrogate  in  taking  proof  of  the  will,  &o ^ 

A  Uspmdens  filed  before  the  service  of  the  summons  becomes  opera- 
tive on  such  service.  When  and  how  subsequent  grantee  aA 
footed ...*'' 
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KOnON— 4o  Tftcate  order  of  pobUeation  of  BommoiM,  whe 

affidayits  can  be  tued? 

To  set  aside  Judgment  on  ooufeasion  for  defectiye  stateno 

need  not  be  stated  in  the  notice 

A  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest  can  only  be  ma 

ment , 

On  a  motion  for  a  discoYery,  it  most  be  shown  honv 

necessaiy 

A  motion  and  not  an  appeal  is  the  proper  remedy  for 

by  a  circuit  judge  in  the  ordinary  practice  proc 

circuit 

When  motion  to  set  aside  attachment  not  affected  b 

referee  in  &7or  of  the  plaintiff. 


N: 


EW  TRIAL    What  are  required  of  parties  in  aacertaini] 

report  of  referees  to  be  reviewed  on  questions  of 
When  must  be  ordered  on  reversal  of  judgment  in  ma 
How  finding  of  &cts  must  be  settled  and  incoiporate 

general  term,  on  appeal ' 

Will  not  be  granted  for  errors  of  judgment  in  the  jur 

tions,  where  verdict  for  defendant 

A  judge  at  special  term  Ims  no  authori^  to  review  ex 

charge  of  another  Judge  who  held  circuit 

Remedy  of  the  party  on  final  judgment  at  the  circuit 

Judge  may  send  cause  to  gjueral  term 

When  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  on  a  question  of  f 

referee,  especially  a  question  of  fraud 

HON-RESIDENT— plaintiff  cannot  have  attachment  und 
where  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  in  this  state. . 

When  cause  of  action  on  a  note  did  not  arise  in  this  8 

When  order  for  publication  of  summons  set  aside,  on 
want  of  sui&cient  evidence  that  the  defendant  y 
dent 

OnporatiottB,  banken^  merchants,  &c.,  having  property 
doing  business  in  this  state,  liable  to  assessment 
under  laws  of  1866 

When  Jurisdiction  of  surrogate,  on  proof  of  a  will  of  ai 
reffident  testator,  considered  conclusive 

A  defendant  residing  in  Kew<  Jersey  and  doing  businei 
city  of  New-York,  where  he  keeps  a  bank  aoeouni 
noQ-restdent 
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KOK-BESIDENT.  WhenflQinmoDsaiidoomiilaiiitreqfiiredtobel 

80  SB  to  bring  in  a  third  part^,  attfaou^  a  non-reaidflnt 671 

NOK-SUIT.    When  proper,  and  the  mode  of  excepting  thereta    Waiyer  of 

trial  bj  jury,  Ac 36t 

NOnCB— in  Bommona  under  flrrt  aabdiviBion  of  §  129,  when  properljgim 

in  an  action  of  ooYenant 97 

Of  appeal,  when  aufficient  in  naming  the  court  to  which  appeal  taken,  IM 

Contained  in  a  sommons  for  publication  of  the  time  and  place  of  filing 
complaint,  not  required  to  be  in  the  bod/  of  the  sonmionfl^  hot 
may  be  immediatelj  below  it IH  '^ 

Of  Judgment,  served  bj  the  attome/,  without  being  signed  bj  him, 
or  his  place  of  business  mentioned,  is  a  nullitj IM 

In  summons  properij  given  under  first  subdivision  of  §  1 29,  m  an  aor 
tion  to  recover  a  penalty  under  the  liquor  law  of  1857 193 

Of  appeal,  sufficient  statement  in,  of  the  grounds  of  appeal 261 

Of  motion  to  set  aside  judgment  on  confession  for  defective  statement 
Need  not  state  the  grounds 3G 

Of  trial  before  lefereei^  when  and  how  given,  ftc 967 


Oi 


'BBSBa    When  order  ibr  publicstion  of  somnxms  set  aside  Ibr  vaiioai 

defects 10« 

In  cp&a  court,  entered  by  mistake  as  to  the  Christian  name  of  ptftj, 

may  be  amended IM 

For  stay  of  proceedings^  fto,  must  be  filed  and  entered  according  to 

rule  three 367 

What  facta  necessary  for  the  issuing  of  an  ordM*  in  supplementaiy 

proceedings ^^^ 


.  ABTIES— when  too  many,  not  a  cause  of  demuner— causes  of  demvrer 

where  jointly  made  by  the  parties ^ 

Who  are  necessary  m  mortgage  forecLoenre  cases.    Costsaod  feesihr 

additional  defendants,  &c ^ 

A  defendant  sued  as  survivor  is  a  party  in  interest ^ 

When  a  third  person,  although  a  non-resident,  whose  chums  musk  M 
be  ascertained,  will  be  required  to  be  made  a  party  toan  actkiir 
in  order  properiy  to  setae  the  rights  of  Hie  parties  to  tiieactioo,  671 
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PARTNERS.    Ck>iifttractio&  of  the  "act  for  the  relief  of  pan 
debtore,"  1838 

Agreement  between,  when  within  atatute  of  fhtuda. . . 

When  and  how  judgments  against  joint  debtors  a  bar, 
as  to  joint  and  several  debtors 

Power  of  attorney,  firom  one  to  another,  sufficiency  ant  ( 
of 

On  disBohition  and  winding  ap,  the  good  will  of  the  co  i 
ered  a  part  of  the  partnership  property,  and  will  b  < 
power  of  one  partner  to  pnrsae  same  bnsness. . . . 

PART7.    When  entitled  to  fees  as  a  witness 

When  a  receiver  in  sapplementaiy  proceedings  properly 

in  a  judgment-creditor's  suit 

Examination  of  a  party  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behal      i 

sion 

When  not  entitled  to  fees  as  a  witness 

A  defendant  sued  as  survivor  is  a  party  in  interest 

When  an  executor  a  proper  party  to  continue  proceedinj     i 

tator  on  a  certiorari  before  the  county  judge 

PAYlf  ENT— of  a  promissory  note  secured  by  a  (battel  mcxiga  , 
does  not  extinguish  the  mortgage,  after  assignment. 

PENALTIEa  Actions  for,  under  Metropolttan  Police  Act,  ooeta  j 
attorney-general's  certificate.  Mandamus  when  pro  i 
Ac .' 

Action  for,  under  liquor  law  of  1857,  notice  in  summom  i 
under  first  sub.  of  §  129 

Action  for,  incurred  by  the  erection  of  buildings  oontrar  : 
laws.    Trial  must  be  by  jury 

Actbn  for,  under  liquor  law  of  1857,  the  term  '*  stiong  oi  i 
liquors"  indudee  ale  and  strong  beer 

New  trials  will  not  be  granted  for  errors  of  judgment  in  i 
penal  actions^  where  verdict  for  defendant 

PLEADINGS.  Effect  of  sworn  denial  on  allegations  in  the  > 
When,  under  the  Code^  admissions  and  omissions  in  i 
are  available^  and  when  not  available 

Where  a  complaint  does  not  state  a  case  over  which  th( 
jurisdictioo,  nor  ihcta  sufficient  to  constitute  a  caxne  ( 
whether  it  can  be  amended — qtutref 

How  causes  of  action  to  be  stated  in  a  complaint    When 
several  causes  of  action  joined,  Ac 

In  an  action  on  promissory  note,  liability  of  second  indor  i 
right  of  first  indoiser  to  indorse  without  recourse 

Vol.  XVII.  38 
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"""                                                                                PAS 
FLEADHrGS—in  actions  against  Joint  debtors^  and  Joint  and  sevenl  debt- 
ore,  Ac. 40t 

When  an  answer,  denying  possesedon,  insoffldent  to  pnt  in  imt» 

plaintifTs  title U1 

Action  hj  a  foreign  corporation.    Wben  complaint  nrast  allege  the 
incorporation  of  plalntiflb 4S7 

POWER  OF  ATTOBNET— given  bjone  partner  to  anothcf    SDfflciency 

and  ooDstroctaon  of. 418 

Given  by  husband  to  wife,  8afficien<7'  and  construction  of 418 

FBOPERTT.    When  a  peraon^s  watch  exempt  from  execution 80 

Of  married  women,  how  their  separate  liable^  and  how  charged.  16ft,  S43 
Of  non-residents,  when  liable  to  assessment  and  taxation  under  laws 

of  1855 201,  J06 

The  good  will  of  a  business  of  a  firm  wiU  be  protected  as  property..  ft08 

FCBUO  OFFICERS.    When  doable  costs  may  be  recoyered I 

When  and  how  attorney-general's  certificate  required  in  actioii  for 
penalty,  under  Metropolitan  Police  Act 10,  liS 


*— of  payment  of  gooda^  when  oondosiTe ^' 

BBCEIVER— when  properly  made  a  party  in  a  judgmentKsreditoi's  nii^ 

after  supplementaiy  proceedings '^ 

Takes  property  subject  to  all  existing  equities  and  liana  When 
bound  to  deliyer  possession,  or  the  proceeds^  to  the  tbaitt,  If 
Tirtue  of  a  former  levy ^ 

BSFEBEES  AND  THEIR  REPORT&  What  are  requind  of  parties  in 
ascertaining  &cts,  where  report  to  be  reviewed  on  questioiis  of 
&ot 1^ 

When  costs  of  the  trial  in  the  discretion  of  referees **  '^^ 

Jurisdiction  of  referee  ceases  over  a  oause^  tried  l^  hlffli  when  his 
report  is  made,  signed,  and  delivered ' 

When  plaintiff  becomes  liable  for  referee's  fees.  Liabili^  of  plam- 
tiff's  attorney  on  a  promise  made  to  plaintiff  to  pay  such  feee,  Ac  189 

Practice  for  referees  to  pursue  in  appointing  time  and  place  of  b6a^ 

4n»                                                                                                        ...  3^ 
ing 

When  report  of  referees  set  aside  as  against  evidence.    Oosts  aroin 

the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  may  abide  efvent *^ 
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BEFEBEES  AND  THKIR  BEPOBTS.  UntQ  the  decisloii 
gig;ned  by  him,  and  the  report  filed,  or  delivered  fc 
he  may  change  or  modify  it  to  any  extent 

Fees  of  referees— what  amount  authorized,  when  an 
Ac. 

When  report  <^  referees  and  judgment  will  be  sei 
ground  of  a  fundamental  mistake  of  the  basis  of 
which  they  were  founded 

BEFEBENCE.  Under  the  statute  as  to  contested  claims  ag 
when  not  sufficient  to  recover  oosts,  what  daii 
referred 

BEUGIOUS  SOCIETIES.  Powers  under  a  preliminar] 
When  promise  sufficient  consideration  to  sustai 
subscription 

BEHTTTITUB— after  issued  and  deUvered,  though  not  fll< 

below  have  jurisdiction 

How  judgment  entered  on  filing  in  court  below 


OALYAGE— f»rvice,  for  raisiug  a  sunken  vessel,  how  a 
tected 

SEByiGE--of  notice  of  judgment  by  the  attorney,  without  b 
him,  or  his  place  of  business  mentioned,  is  a  nullil 

Of  notice  of  trial  before  referees,  effect  of  disregarding, 

A  Hapendem  filed  before  the  service  of  the  summons 
rative  on  such  service.  When  and  bow  subsc 
affected , 

Until  service  of  the  summons,  the  court  acquires  no  ji 
the  action  ia  not  commenced 

Not  necessary  to  serve  the  affidavit  with  the  order  in 
proceedings 

When  sheriff's  certificate  of  service  insufficient  and  a 

SET-OFF.  Difference  between  an  action  and  a  motion,  in  s 
ments,  in  reference  to  the  protection  of  the  att 

costs 

When  assignment  of  client  to  his  attorney,  of  a  repor 
his  fiivor,  and  judgment  entered  in  favor  of  the 
dudes  a  set-off  of  a  judgment  against  the  client. . 
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BEMSIFF — duty  inrttferenoe  to  retunung  execution 15T 

Ck>8t8  and  fees  in  mortgage  foredosure  cases.  Serving  additional  de- 
fendants, Ac 348 

Privilege  as  bail,  when  laay  surrender  principal  in  his  exoneration,  439 

A  sheriff  has  no  authority  to  do  official  acts  out  of  his  oouatj 1 47T 

When  a  sheriff's  certificate  insufficient  evidence,  and  when  a  nullity 

.    477,498 
When  sheriff  entitled,  by  virtue  of  a  levy,  to  the  possession  of  the 
property  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  or  to  the  proceeds^  if  sold. .  649 

SLAITDER.    When  the  words  spoken  import  peijury 78 

STATUTES.    When  agreement  between  joint  debtors  within  the  statute  of 

frauds 5 

Of  1847-9,  for  causing  death,  when  action  sustained  by  administra- 
tor for  the  benefit  of  next  of  kin 103 

Of  1855,  ch.  37,  p.  44,  authorizing  an  aRsessment  and  taxation  of  non- 
resident capital,  not  unconstitutional 201,  206 

Of  limitations,  when  it  runs  against  a  claim  of  an  administrator  estab- 
lished by  a  surrogate's  decree SOO 

Of  1857,  to  suppress  intemperance,  &c.,  includes  ale  and  strong  beer, 
in  the  term  *'  strong  and  spirituous  liquors," 442 

Of  1858,  authorizing  application  to  be  made  to  vacate  assessmente^ 
ftc.,  applies  to  aasessments  made  before  its  passage 469 

STAT  OP  PROCEEDINGa    Order  for,  must  be  filed  and  entered  accord- 
ing to  rule  three 367 

SX71O£0NS.  *  Whether  additional  affidavits  can  be  used  on  motion  to  vacate 

order  of  publication  ?..... 16 

The  issuing  and  service  of  a  long  summons  upon  a  non-resident  tle- 

fendant  does  not  give  a  justice  of  the  peace  any  jurisdiction ....    93 
When  notice,  under  first  sub.  of  §  129,  properly  given,  in  an  action 

for  breach  of  covenant 97 

When  order  for  publication  set  aside,  for  want  of  sufficient  evidence 

of  non-residence,  that  it  did  not  direct  copy  to  be  deposited  in 

poet-office,  &c 106 

ISTot  necessary  that  the  name  of  the  state  should  appear  in  designatiog 

where  the  answer  to  be  served 134^  266 

When  served  by  publication,  the  noiice  of  filing,  Ac,  not  required  to 

be  in  the  body  of  the  summons — may  be  immediately  below  it, 

134,  266 
Kotice  in  properly  under  first  sub.,  §  129,  in  an  action  to  recover  a 

penalty  under  the  liquor  law  of  1867 ^^ 

A  U8  pendens  ffied  before  the  service  of  the  sununona  becomes  opersr 
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tive  on  aach  service.    When  and  how  subeequent   grMM 

affected 411 

SUMMONS.    Until  service  of  the  Bommons,  the  court  acquires  no  juiisdio- 

tion,  and  the  action  is  not  commenced 4!!l 

'  A  summons  and  complaint  should  be  signed  b/  the  plaintiff  or  bis  at- 
torney   477 

When  summons  and  complaint  required  to  be  amended,  so  as  to  bring 
in  a  third  party ; 571 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS.  When  creditor's  suit  can  be  main- 
tained  by  judgment-creditors,  after  appointment  of  receiver  in — 
when  receiver  properly  made  a  party tl 

When  proceedings  must  be  before  a  Judge  out  of  court  When  court 
no  jurisdiction ,     SO 

When  not  allowed  on  an  execution  returned  at  the  request  of  the 
party  solely 167 

On  justice's  judgment  under  $26,  when  authorized,  fto : . . . .  434 

Aifidavit  upon  which  order  issued,  not  necessary  to  be  served  with  the 
order.    Sheriff's  certificate  of  service  of  order  insufficient,  &c. . .  498 

The  Uucta  and  necessary  evidence  required  to  authorize  the  issuing  of 
an  order 613 

SURROGATE — no  jurisdiction  to  tiy  disputed  claims  of  creditors  by  execu- 
tor or  administrator / 263 

Effect  of  decree  on  final  accounting  with  an  administrator,  Ac 300 

How  a  debt  due  an  administrator  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  Stat- 
ute of  limitations  thereon,  ftc SOO 

When  jurisdiction  on  proof  of  a  wiU  considered  conclusive 422 


T. 


AT-Rfl  AND  ASSESSMENTa  The  laws  of  1866,  providing  for  the  as- 
sessment and  taxation  of  persons  and  associations,  and  foreign 
corporations,  bankers,  &c.,  non-residents,  having  capital  invested 
in  this  state,  not  unconstitutional 201,  206 

When  a  resolution  of  common  council  of  New-York,  laying  an  assess- 
ment, invalid  by  reason  of  a  change  in  the  boards 459 

The  act  of  1868,  authorizing  appUcation  to  be  made  to  vacate  assess- 
ment, &c.,  applies  to  assessments  made  before  its  passage 469 

When  judgment  and  report  of  referees  will  be  set  aside,  on  the 
ground  of  a  fimdamental  mistake  of  the  contract  made  in  award- 
ing to  the  lowest  bidder,  for  grading  streets,  Aa  ..; 492 

TITLB.    When  answer  denying  possession  insufficient  to  put  in  issue  plain- 
tiff's titie ^t 
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TBIAIp— by  joiyi  abwhite,  i&aDactkmforthereoofwyorftpenattfmni)- 

lation  of  the  fire  IftWB It3 

When  non-suit  proper,  and  the  mode  of  ezeqiting  thenla  Yfunt 
of  trial  bjjmyi  Aa 3(t 

Pnctice  for  referees  to  panne  in  appointing  time  and  plaoe  of  head- 
ing   36) 

Tbe  remedj  of  a  party,  aggrieved  b/  ordinaiy  practioe  prooeedingB  at 
the  drcuit^  is  by  motion,  and  not  by  i^peal 51S 

In  criminal  trials,  diacretiottary  with  the  jodge  to  allow  farther  feesti- 
mooy  after  soomiing  up  commenced,  and  no  writ  of  error  fies  to 
such  deds&on 66S 


u 


NDEETAKING&    When,  by jofaifaigtwo  mdertakinga^  the  affidavitof 

jnstiflcation  was  held  insofBcient IW 

What  oonstitates  a  soffident  oonsidivatioo  for,  on  appeaL  How 
sureties  liable^  fta ^ 

The  necessary  and  proper  undertakings  to  be  given,  and  their  effect^ 
on  i^peal  from  the  marine  and  district  coorts  to  the  oommos 
pleas MR 

UBUKY.    No  reooreiy  can  be  had  on  an  aooommodation  note^  where ithas 
been  disooonted  at  a  rate  of  interest  above  seven  per  cent,  thoe 

being  no  fhiud  or  false  representation M( 

Whenthecertiiloateof  themakerof  an  aeoomauidation  note  estops 
him  from  the  defence  of  nsory 6€9 


T, 


JUIUJL    Bveiy  action  so  for  tnnsitoiy  that  plaintiff  may  lay  the  venue 

in  any  county  in  the  stata    How  it  is  dianged (^ 

The  phioe  of  readence  of  a  corporation  is  ascertained  by  its  place  of 
businesB ;  and  where  it  has  several  places  of  business  in  different 
counties,  the  venoe,  in  an  action  against  them,  is  properly  laid 
in  either M5 

TBBDICT— of  a  jury  on  criminal  trial    Murder,  when  irrognlaritieB  in  the 

deliberationsof  the  jury  insufficient  to  disturb  it ^ 

When  a  verdict  of  a  partial  finding  of  the  crime  charged  does  not 
authorize  sentence  and  judgment .' ^^^ 

When  for  defendant  in  a  penal  action,  wiU  not  be  set  aside  for  eiron 
in  the  Judgment  of  the  jQiy ^ 
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ITNESS.    When  a  party  entitled  to  fees  ae  a  witness. . . 
Ezamination  of  a  party  as  a  witness  on  his  own  beh; 

sion 

When  a  party  not  entitled  to  fees  as  a  witness 

When  and  how  witness  may  resort  to  books  of  acoooii 

WBTT  OF  EBBOR.    When  it  is  the  duty  of  a  judge  to  alli 

judgment,  on  exoeptions  taken  at  a  criminal  trial., 

Practice  in  oriminal  cases  in  bringing  np  any  eirors  ^i 

Part7 

Not  allowed  to  the  decision  of  a  judge  on  the  trial  ii 
ther  testimony  after  summing  up  oommenoed,  in  ; 
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